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The study investigated the faculty perception of quality in online courses. The
areas considered were media richness, interaction, synchronism, self-efficacy, online
teaching experience, and education level.
Participants included members of three online Yahoo groups that were designed
for online faculty members. There were 510 total members surveyed with 203
respondents for a response rate of 39.8%. The study was conducted during the spring
semester of 2009.
Of the six research questions four were supported. Media richness, interaction,
and self-efficacy were related to perceived quality. Media richness explained a total of
7.9% of the variability in faculty ratings of perceived online course quality. The results
for interaction indicate that a relationship was not found between interactions with
students in general and perceived quality of the online course by faculty, however, a
significant relationship was found between several of the individual interaction items and
the quality items. The self-efficacy variable explained 30.6% of the variability in faculty
ratings of perceived quality.

Online teaching experience was related to perceived quality when controlling for
course variables. Synchronism and faculty education level were not related to perceived
quality.
Conclusions based on the findings indicated that to increase faculty perception,
course developers should focus on building classes with rich learning environments,
creating feelings of perceived quality, and fostering commitment to the classroom.
Courses that have media rich content convey the message to the student better than
courses without the inclusion of such content. Interaction is the cornerstone of online
learning so multiple modes of interaction are necessary in online courses. Having selfefficacy allow the faculty to accomplish their goal, handle unexpected events, find
solutions to problems, and handle whatever might occur in the respective courses.
Allowing faculty members to upload media rich information for future courses
could add value to the course. Selecting a Learning Management System that allows for
a highly interactive classroom is important to faculty members. Future research studies
should evaluate the capabilities of additional constructs as determinants of perceived
quality from the faculty perspective.
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INTRODUCTION
Peter Drucker prognosticated in 1997 that within 30 years the traditional
university system would be extinct. He went on to say that universities have been forced
to offer more and more classes in some sort of digital format (as cited in Lenzner &
Johnson, 1997). Technology has always held forth the promise of improving or
enhancing education. Over the last two decades the Internet has revolutionized the
world. From the way people do business to the way education is conducted, the Internet
has had a far-reaching impact (Karber, 2001). The use of the Internet has grown rapidly
at a rate of 20% per year since 1998 (Corbisier, et al., 2005; Tabata & Johnsrud, 2008).
Distance learning and online education have grown exponentially in the last 10 years. It
was estimated that there were over 1.6 million students enrolled in distance education
courses in 2000 (Singh & Pan, 2004). The United States Education Department published
a report that revealed the enrollment for distance education courses grew from 750,000 in
1994-1995 to 4.1 million in 2012-2013 (Maté, De Gregorio, Cámara, Trujillo, & LujánMora, 2015; Lyons, 2004).
Historically the teaching process occurred in the classroom. Students may have
attended labs to augment lectures and discussions; however, there were few learning
opportunities available for underserved populations (Deal, 2002). The advent of the
Internet allowed for a paradigm shift away from the traditional classroom and allowed
1

institutions of higher education to serve populations that were unreachable previously
such as people who work full time. Because communication and interaction do not have
to occur in a traditional classroom setting, it is not necessary for students to attend classes
on the university campus in order to reach their educational goals (Deal, 2002). Because
the Internet is open 24 hours a day, and the students can come from drastically different
geographic areas, the idea of online education has forever changed the face of higher
education (Singh & Pan, 2004).
Online learning is a suitable method for nontraditional students in their desire to
continue their higher education needs (Arbaugh, 2004). Because online courses are more
flexible than face-to-face courses, online learning supports a self-directed approach to
learning rather than a teacher-directed approach and it also facilitates choice as well as
the use of a wide range of resources (Benbunan-Fich & Arbaugh, 2006). These are
elements of online course design that most nontraditional students appreciate in
professional skills and training, lifelong learning, and other kinds of formal education
(Buck, 2001).
When considering online courses, one must consider two groups: the students
and the faculty facilitating the course. Faculty list the advantages of online teaching as
flexibility, convenience, the ability to work at any location where there is an Internet
connection available, and the ability to work at one’s own pace. Online courses range
between asynchronous and synchronous learning. Faculty can participate and score
coursework in accordance with their daily schedule and commitments (Arbaugh & Rau,
2007). For a faculty member these commitments may include family, a part-time job, or
a full-time job. Additionally, faculty with disabilities may find it easier to teach online
2

because they are not required to leave their homes. Transportation and other travel
considerations were listed as reasons for electing to teach online courses. Faculty can
still communicate with students even though distance separates them geographically.
Faculty can also deliver lessons in a variety of different methods which may include
multimedia, nonverbal presentation, and audio technologies (Dibiase & Rademacher,
2005).
Because of the growing interest in online education, there is a growing need for a
new face in academia: the online faculty member. Online faculty members can either be
new to academia or faculty who previously taught in the traditional classroom, but are
making the transition to online education (Pemberton & Borrego, 2006). At many
universities faculty members are being pressured unwillingly to teach online because the
administration at the university is seeking to find a way to expand their market and
minimize their costs (Jeong, 2005; 2006). The trends for both student enrollment in
online courses and faculty teaching online courses is expected to rise. Faculty members
who are accustomed to teaching in a face-to-face classroom have a predisposition of their
perceptions of quality in a course that are positive. However, as they transition from the
face-to-face classroom to an online segment, faculty members must make adjustments to
classroom instruction, shift pedagogy strategies, and have a cognitive shift in dissonant
beliefs (Wen-Bin, 2006).
Faculty delivering courses via distance has created new and interesting
challenges. For example, a quality course delivered on ground would have interesting
lectures, divergent assessments, and well-defined objectives. A quality on ground course
would address a myriad of learning styles. However, how does that translate into an
3

online course? How can a faculty member deliver a course that he or she perceives to be
a quality course using a distance method?
Historical Context
The advent of the Internet has made it possible for colleges and universities to
offer education in a new and diverse way. While distance education is not new, some of
the new technologies that have been introduced have allowed faculty to offer online
courses with innovative additions. Using the Internet has taken the forefront of the
preferred method of offering distance education courses by connecting the student and
the teacher (Tracking the Spread of Distance Education, 2007). Universities,
corporations, school districts, and the military have started to offer online courses to meet
the growing demand for a flexible learning environment (McLoughlin, 2002). However,
the gravamen of the issue: introducing new technologies and isolating faculty members
from their students have led to unique challenges. These challenges may be related to
changes in the faculty perception of quality within their courses.
The Internet has provided a new and innovative way to offer education and reach
larger student populations. Taking classes online has afforded students the opportunity to
attend courses when previously they would not have been able to obtain a degree in
higher education (Hammonds, 2003). Enrollment in online courses has grown at
copacetic rates in recent years (Singh & Pan, 2004). Higher education administrators
have required many of their faculty to offer their once traditional courses in an online
format as a way to respond to the current demand from students (Young & Ku, 2008). In
addition to changes in how courses are delivered, attitudes and beliefs about the quality
of the classes may also be changing.
4

While there are several studies on the characteristics of an online faculty
member, the topics are generally about training, performance measurement, research and
tenure, transitioning from the traditional classroom to the online classroom, and
instructional design (Decosta, Bergquist, Holbeck, & Greenberger, 2016; Measuring
Online Faculty Performance, 2008; Revising Workload, Promotion, and Tenure Policies
for Online Faculty, 2007; Workload and Compensation Considerations for Online
Faculty, 2006).
Statement of the Problem
In the online environment faculty remain the key element in the teaching and
learning process for students since the students interact mainly with faculty. Thus,
faculty attitude and perceptions form the control and the improvement of learning, and
the aggregate effectiveness of online instruction still rests with the faculty. Several
factors may affect how the faculty perceives the quality of an online course. Some of
these factors include the use of rich media, the interaction the classroom allows them,
whether the classroom allows them to communicate with the students in real time, and
their own self-efficacy (Horvitz, Beach, Anderson, & Xia, 2014). However, these
factors of quality perception from the faculty perspective in their online courses have not
been addressed sufficiently to guide faculty and administrators when developing online
initiatives and curriculum. Understanding these factors is important to guide the faculty
perception of quality in their online courses. An examination of the literature reveals a
dearth of research regarding quality conducted from the faculty perspective. Because
faculty are the face of the institution to online students who do not attend traditional
5

classes, it is necessary for online faculty to be competent to teach online and for them to
feel as though the online program has value (Chiasson, Terras, & Smart, 2015).
Purpose of the Study
The primary purpose of this research was to investigate the factors affecting the
faculty perception of their online courses, particularly to discover whether the factors of
media richness, synchronization, interaction, and self-efficacy have a relationship with
faculty perception of quality.
Research Questions
The research questions for this study are as follows:
Research Question 1: Is there a relationship between a media rich online course
and perceived quality of the online course by faculty?
Research Question 2: Is there a relationship between interaction with the online
students and perceived quality of the online course by faculty?
Research Question 3: Is there a relationship between the amount of synchronism
in the online course and perceived quality of the online course by faculty?
Research Question 4: Is there a relationship between self-efficacy and perceived
quality of the online course by faculty?
Research Question 5: Is there a relationship between online teaching experience
and perceived quality of the online course by faculty?
Research Question 6: Is there a relationship between education level and
perceived quality of the online course by faculty?

6

Need for the Study
As the demand for universities to offer more degrees and courses online increases,
the growth in the population of online learners has increased. To meet the needs of these
online learners there has been an increased demand for online faculty. There have been
many contributions to the study of perceived quality in education. While there is a
plethora of literature available about various issues in online courses, most of the
literature does not focus perceived quality by the faculty with regard to their online
courses. The fact that the faculty are the face of the university to online students means
that it is necessary to focus on the faculty with regard to quality in an online course
(Gosselin, et al., 2016).
While student issues are significant and should be studied, it is also essential to
examine the faculty. Thus, their perceptions and ideals will have an impact on students
and student experience (Katz, 2016). Consequently, it is imperative that not only the
student perceptions be studied, but also the faculty member.
Finally, focusing on faculty perception of quality will allow the respective
universities to have a better understanding of what areas of their online courses should be
improved in order to increase the perception of online courses by faculty (Ward, Peters,
& Shelley, 2010). If the faculty feel that online courses are courses of quality, that
feeling will be reflected in their teaching habits as well as their delivery of the course.
Delimitations
Three groups from Yahoo Groups in 2009 were sent surveys for this research
study. The following groups were used: OnlineTeachingJobs, Online Adjuncts, and
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Online Faculty. These groups are designed to help faculty interact with other online
faculty and provide teaching tips.
Limitations
Due to the constantly evolving nature of distance education especially at
universities, this study had several limitations. The study was limited as follows:
1. The population of this study included faculty who taught at least one online
course during the spring 2009 semester. Consequently, generalization of the
results may be limited to the participants.
2. The value of the data depends on the accurate responses from the participants.
3. Because of the rapid nature of change in technology, the data will perhaps become
dated as technology advances.
4. How faculty examine their own practices and procedures can have a significant
effect on what they report. Internal biases are to be expected.
5. Administration of a web-based survey may have limited the pool of participants.
Some individuals may have chosen not to complete the web-based survey due to
inexperience or lack of trust with online survey technology.
6. Internal biases – because faculty members were questioned, he/she may think
his/her classes were effective even when they were not, or give low ratings of
quality because he/she disliked teaching online and wanted to express his or her
opinion. This may not be as effective to some sort of unbiased observer
determining class quality, etc.
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7. Online administration – one concern is that the respondents might rush through
the questions since nobody will know. Also there is no opportunity to clarify with
a test administrator.
8. Change – beliefs about classes change often, and the study captures just a
snapshot in time. Faculty views may not reflect a constant state of the true value.
9. One weakness of the correlational design is that researchers can only establish
that a relationship exists. For example the researcher merely knows that a
relationship exists; it is impossible to know if the change in Media Richness
caused a change to occur in Perceived Quality, or if there was a third variable that
caused the change to occur in both Media Richness and Perceived Quality.
However, establishing that a relationship exists encourages the researcher to do
further study to examine causality.
10. One limitation of survey research design is that it requires the researcher to be
committed to the research design for the entire process. The researcher is
required to ensure that a large enough sample will respond to their survey.
Survey research rarely addresses context.
11. Only 8.9% of the respondents had tenure with their respective school.
Definitions
Because many words and phrases have multiple meanings that may change
depending on the context, key terms employed in this research are defined here in order
to establish clear and understandable guidelines. The following terms are defined for this
study. The following are definitions are used in this study.
9

1. Asynchronous learning—a learning event that occurs where interaction is
delayed over time. This allows the faculty and the learners to be
geographically distant, and to work on their own schedule (Jarvenpaa &
Leidner, 1999).
2. Interaction—activities that faculty partake in that relate to communication
between the faculty and student. These activities can take place either
synchronously or asynchronously in the classroom. Examples of interaction
include e-mail, chat, discussion board posting, announcements, and blogging
(Bonk & Zhang, 2006).
3. Learning management system—a web-based system used to deliver online
courses. Some examples include Blackboard, WebCT, Moodle, Ecollege, and
Angel.
4. Media richness—a broad range of digital interactive media that is embedded
into a web page for the purpose of enhancing an online course. A media rich
platform allows for active participation by the faculty and students. This
study defines media richness by the following: streaming video, applets,
special effects, and podcasts are all examples of ways to increase media
richness in a classroom.
5. Nontraditional student—a student with any of the following characteristics:
has delayed enrollment, attends part time, works full time while enrolled, is
considered financially independent for purposes of determining financial aid,
has dependents other than a spouse, is a single parent (Bonnel, 2008).
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6. Online course—course work that has at least 80% of the content and
interactivity online (Arbaugh & Rau, 2007). This excludes primarily face-toface courses that have an online component.
7. Online faculty—a faculty member who is teaching at least one online course
during the spring semester 2009 (Carvalho, 2008).
8. Perceived quality—a measurement determined by faculty of their perceived
quality of their online course measured using an instrument for distance
education developed by the researcher of this study (Etmer & Newby, 1993).
9. Self-efficacy—the inherent belief by an individual that one is capable of
performing in a certain manner in order to obtain a goal or change in behavior
(Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995). In this study faculty self-efficacy is the
faculty member’s belief that he or she is capable of teaching the online course
successfully.
10. Subject matter expertise—the belief held by the faculty member that he or she
is in fact an expert in the subject matter. The faculty member understands the
topic well enough to answer questions about the subject as well as teach the
topic to students (De Bruyn, 2004).
11. Synchronism—a consciously achieved occurrence at a given point in time
(Bryant, 2006).
12. Synchronous learning—a learning event that occurs where interaction happens
in real-time, for example, a chat session that an online faculty member
conducts for the students that requires that learners attend class at a scheduled
time (Hinds & Kiesler, 1995).
11

13. Technological expertise— the belief held by the faculty member that he or she
is capable of performing required technology tasks. The faculty member
understands the learning system and the technology that an online learning
system utilizes (Mash, Marias, & Vanderwalt, 2006).
Organization of the Study
This dissertation is organized into five chapters plus appendices. Chapter I
introduced the study. Other chapters and contents are detailed as follows:
Chapter II comprises the literature review of the dissertation. First, a literature
review covers online education, faculty, and perceived quality. Subsequently, the
empirical links between self-efficacy, interaction, synchronism, media richness, online
teaching experience, and education are discussed and linked empirically.
Chapter III describes the research methodology that was conducted during the
study. First, the research design and model, the unit of examination and the data are
discussed. Second, the procedures employed in the study are depicted. Third, the data
analysis techniques used to test the developed research questions are presented.
Chapter IV discusses the data analysis based on the data collected for the study as
presented in Chapter III. The analysis includes the results of the statistical testing as well
as the research findings.
Chapter V summarizes the research conducted in this study. The chapter includes
the contributions of the study as well as the practical and research impacts of the study.
Additionally the theoretical and empirical limitation of the study is discussed. Finally, the
dissertation chapter concludes with recommendations to consider in future research to
enhance the requisite body of knowledge in related areas.
12

LITERATURE REVIEW
The purpose of Chapter II is to review the extant literature which supports the
constructs and conceptual model. Chapter II is a review of the literature that posited the
study. A historical background of the foundational research conducted in the constructs
of interest to the study is included in addition to current findings and studies that reveal
recent applications within the context of faculty perception of quality, the focal point for
the study. Foundational literature that supports the research methodology, including
dependent and independent variables, is discussed. The review of the literature examines
perceptions of quality, media richness, interaction, synchronism, and self-efficacy
constructs. The review of the literature provides a foundation for this study. In this
chapter, the relevant research literature is divided into nine sections: Perceived Quality,
Higher Education Faculty, Online Education, Media Richness, Interaction, Synchronism,
Self-efficacy, Online Teaching Experience, and Education Level. Each of these sections
is introduced, the succinct and relevant literature is presented, and the presented
information is linked to the study.
Perceived Quality
The definition of quality is “a degree or level of excellence” (Jacqueline, Alex, &
Barry, 2006, p. 260). Thus, perceived quality can be described as a faculty member’s
judgment about an online course’s level of excellence. Perceived quality exists on a
13

different level of abstraction from actual quality because it is derived from the
independent variables of media richness, interaction, synchronism, and self-efficacy.
Quality and perceptions of quality are predominately a marketing construct.
Frequently, value and quality are used interchangeably by researchers. While some
researchers use those terms interchangeably (Young & Norgard, 2006), many other
researchers differentiate between those two concepts (Zeithaml, 1988). Quality can be
defined as conformity to requirements (Crosby, 1979). Because it is generally a
marketing construct many definitions of quality are written from the customer’s
perspective. For example, quality can be defined as “satisfying customer’s requirements”
(Deming, 1986, p. 76). Using that definition one can extrapolate a definition of quality
by faculty. In other words quality could be considered “satisfying faculty requirements.”
Drawing once again from marketing literature, perceived quality can be defined as
the consumer’s judgment or evaluation about a product’s overall excellence or superiority
(Zeithaml, 1988). This study instead focuses on how faculty members measure perceived
quality.
Federal, state, local, and accrediting institutions are implementing policies of best
practices and recommendations ensuring quality and viable online education to meet the
growing demand of online learning (Gould & Padavano, 2006). Currently 75% of those
surveyed in a study by Sloan indicated that within 10 years the quality of what faculty are
doing online is going to equal or surpass what faculty are doing in the classroom
(Budden, Budden, Hall, & Longman, 2015).
People intrinsically judge the quality of information that is available to them.
Information is stored, delivered, and presented in various physical forms through media
14

and the quality of information is typically considered in juxtaposition to the medium. The
content of the information is important, but layout and delivery of the information is
important as well, and some recent studies highlight that the differences in perceived
quality may be tied to the whole package. Abdulla, Garrison, Salwen, Driscoll and Casey
(2005) found that people perceived newspaper and television news as similarly credible.
However online news did not share the same credibility ratings as the other two media
shared. His research found that online news had the highest credibility.
Other researchers have raised issues about Internet credibility. These researchers
believe that because of the potential for anyone to browse and upload any information
(Kaye & Johnson, 2002), and because of the lack of the verification of information before
it reaches the public (Metzger, Flanagin, & Zwarun, 2003), the perceived quality of the
information is called into question.
An online class is both a product and a service. While the existing research has
been quite clear about quality as it pertains to a product, it is also recognized that quality
as it relates to a service is defined differently (Parasuraman, Zeithami, & Berry, 1985).
Although product quality is generally defined as zero defects, this measurement cannot
be easily transferred into services. It is very difficult to define service quality. Because it
is nearly impossible to define perceived quality of a service, it is also difficult to
completely define perceived quality of an online class.
In the mid-1980s, Grönroos (1984) called for a definition of service quality
capable of guiding management decisions. “Too often the term quality is used as if it
were a variable itself, and not a function of a range of resources and activities”
(Grönroos, 1984, p. 37). He made the point that merely saying quality is necessary to
15

insure success is meaningless. The crux of the issue revolves around understanding how
to interpret perceptions of quality.
There is a satisfaction theory from the area of consumer behavior that can be
modified to conceptualize perceived quality. The disconfirmation paradigm says “a
customer’s immediate reaction after consumption depends on a comparison of prior
expectations and perceived performance, resulting in confirmation of expectations or in
positive/negative disconfirmation when expectations and performance do not match”
(Bitner, 1990, p. 71). Grönroos (1984) was able to adapt this theory to explain perceived
quality. He said that “the perceived quality of a given service will be the outcome of an
evaluation process where consumers compare their expectations with service they
perceive they got, i.e., they put the perceived service against the expected service”
(Grönroos, 1984, p. 38).
The Quality Matters (QM) rubric for Higher Education is a rigorous study of QM
tools and processes. The rubric evaluates the following constructs: Course Overview
and Introduction, Learning Objectives, Assessment and Measurement, Instructional
Materials, Course Activities and Learner Interaction, Course Technology, Learner
Support, and Accessibility and Usability. The QM rubric was developed because faculty
needed more guidance and support (Standards from the Quality Matters Higher
Education Rubric, 5th Edition, 2014).
While there have been studies on perceptions of quality the constructs have not
been applied to online learning and the faculty perspective. This body of research
attempts to bridge that gap.
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Higher Education Faculty
Faculty are the individuals who are responsible for constructing the curriculum,
creating objectives, designing their courses to meet objectives, introducing the students to
information as well as assessments, and finally providing leadership and feedback to the
students. Faculty members teach online when they create their course using a learning
management system such as BlackBoard or Moodle. Faculty members use the learning
management system to store course documents, post feedback, interact with students, and
introduce multimedia that adds value to the course. Because for many online students the
faculty present the face of the university, it is critical that the faculty be seen as an
essential role in the implementation of distance education and technological change
(Menchaca & Bekele, 2008). The success or failure of distance education initiatives
delivery rests in a large part on the willingness of the faculty to embrace and learn
constantly changing new technologies as well as adapt to the new needs of the
nontraditional student (Tabata & Johnsrud, 2008).
Faculty members typically teach courses in which they are familiar with the
subject matter. Additionally, faculty members tend to be highly educated; thus, they are
less likely to participate in an activity that they felt lacked quality (Akdemir, 2008).
Their perceptions of value-added activities are highly defined. Consider a faculty
member has the opportunity to teach a traditional history course or a history course
online. Depending on the faculty perception of the quality, the faculty member may
select to teach the course in the traditional format. Understanding the perceptions of
quality can extend the understanding of adoption behavior to understand the relative
advantage of faculty for teaching online.
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Discussion becomes one of the main ways faculty facilitate online. Whether it is in
real-time or discussion that is available to the student at any time, the faculty member must
spend time preparing and setting guidelines and policies on acceptable behaviors during these
discussions. Working in an environment that the faculty member perceives is a quality
course will mean that the time is well spent.
To ensure that students participate actively in online discussions, the facilitator must
select the appropriate topics and questions for students to respond. These questions should
encourage thoughtful reflections and critical thinking skills. According to Tabar-Gaul (2010),
the facilitator should ask open-ended questions that require students to participate in a
Socratic method with the topics, and provide conclusions according to their understanding of
the topics. The questions must be relevant to the chapter or to the course, and if possible,
online instructors should provide an opportunity for students to share their real-life
experiences when answering the questions.
The teacher’s main responsibility is to monitor and enforce the discussion policies.
He or she should also be proactive when assisting with difficult or nonparticipating students.
There should be a plan to reward students who participate in the discussions such as grades
assigned to each posting assignment. Therefore, clearly explained guidelines for student
participation in the discussion are important. Waterhouse (2004) shared a comprehensive list
of discussion topics to help online educators. These discussions can range from homework,
guest speakers, mentoring, and field experience to small-group meetings and role-playing
discussions.
Many current articles and much recent research emphasize the importance in
preparing for the 21st generation of learners, particularly for the millennium students, who
are already familiar and knowledgeable in the use of technology (Oblinger, 2006).
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Furthermore, the Internet has been pushing colleges and universities toward offering distance
education or web-based education as a modern learning environment for students. No matter
which learning environment students are in, online instructors must revise or modify the
pedagogy to fit that learning environment, especially when using technology and Internet
tools.
To become effective online facilitators, the online educators must become
knowledgeable in many areas relating to teaching and learning. In addition, they must be up
to date with the latest instructional technology to manage online administration tasks, such as
using an online-learning management system (LMS) like Blackboard with features including
online testing, grading, and communication tools. Online educators must also be competent
in developing relevant and interactive online instructional activities that help e-learners
become engaged in the course content. Most important of all, online educators need to know
how to interact and connect with their students in virtual environments so that these educators
can comfortably guide the online students in their learning. Cross (1999), a League Senior
Fellow for the League of Innovation in the Community Colleges, emphasized the importance
of making connections with students to help them succeed. Cross further explained that
connection with students should focus on four categories: “neurological connections,
cognitive connections, social connections, and experiential connections” (p. 7). Cross was a
visionary for her time because her ideas are still relevant to today’s learning and are
especially critical in the online environment where online teachers must connect with their
cyber students.
Waterhouse (2004) indicated that planning and preparation for online learning should
incorporate three categories of instructional challenges: (a) integrating technology,
(b) retaining well-trained and competent instructors, and (c) achieving organizational
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effectiveness. Waterhouse emphasized the importance of an e-planning process including a
course instruction cycle, an e-learning planning model, and reusable e-learning resources. He
concluded that the primary tools for a successful e-learning environment are learner
motivation, learner interface, and meaningful and memorable-learning experiences
(Waterhouse, 2004). This type of instructional design for online environments usually
incorporates the concepts of content-centric and learner-centric learning into the e-learning
system, which focus entirely on how to help learners become successful and active online
learners.

No matter the educational setting, instructors are critical to learning. In the current
educational situation, the instructional paradigm has changed from passive students
receiving information from their instructor, to an action-orientated system where students
go and get information, creating instructors who facilitate student understanding of what
they have retrieved and how to apply it to what they already know (Reigeluth & An,
2006). Distance education challenges designers and instructors by the inherent difficulties
instructors face because of the greater dependence upon information gathering and
facilitation and lack of physical presence (Anderson, 2004; Graham, 2002).
In face-to-face classes, the instructor is the center of the learning environment,
acting as the provider of information to inactive listeners. In an online class students can
access information instantly without the need of a presenter (Im & Lee, 2003/2004). The
instructor’s role now becomes more difficult because he/she will need to aid the student
in understanding information he/she has gathered (Avgerinou & Andersson, 2007;
Dennen, Darabi, & Smith, 2007). Hence, the instructor-to-learner exchange is a vital
interaction for learning by the student (Marks, Sibley, & Arbaugh, 2005).
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Online Education
Because of the changing face of education today many schools are feeling
pressured to offer courses via some form of distance education including web based
online education (Karber, 2001). There are for-profit and not-for-profit schools offering
online classes. More recently, traditional universities have begun offering entire degrees
online including doctorate degrees (Arizona State University, 2012).
Since the advent of the blackboard nothing has changed the face of education like
the Internet. Decades ago if one wanted a college education, he or she was required to go
to the institution of higher learning and attend in a classroom setting. There were
methods of obtaining course credit through distance including correspondence courses,
videos, and television. However, since the arrival of the Internet and the addition of a
computer in almost every American home, more and more people are choosing to pursue
their education online (Lenzner & Johnson, 1997). This is especially helpful to those who
do not have access to learning facilities. They can utilize online learning programs to
meet their educational objectives.
There are different types of online courses. Some online courses are very simple
with extremely little complexity and design. These types of courses merely have posted
files and assignments where the students go through the steps of the course in a fairly
rigid fashion proceeding from the low level to the higher level of understanding. Online
courses can have a higher level of complexity including meetings of faculty members
with the students via a videoconferencing system that has two-way sharing capabilities
(Eichler, Boden-Mcgill, & Lasker-Scott, 2016). These more complex courses are further
discussed in a later section of the literature review.
21

Online education can be offered in a myriad of ways. While some classes are
merely independent studies that are overseen by a faculty member, other courses require
several hours of time-per-week commitment by the faculty interacting with the students
(Dahl, 2005). Asynchronous learning and courses allow faculty and students from all
over the world to connect using a learning management system without requiring the
participants to be active at the same time, whereas a synchronous online course gives the
students access to the faculty in some sort of a live atmosphere, generally at a scheduled
time. Despite the plethora of delivery methodologies for online courses, all
distance-based courses share the following characteristics:


the learner and faculty member must be self-directed;



the learning, whether arranged in units or weeks, is somewhat self-directed
where the faculty member employs more of a constructivist mentor role in the
classroom;



the learner and faculty member must be able to work independently; and



the responsibility for learning can be led by the faculty, but falls most directly
on the student (Arbaugh, 2004; Coyner & McCann, 2004; Menchaca &
Bekele, 2008).

Deal (2002) identified the following four levels of online courses: (a) informational,
(b) supplemental, (c) dependent, and (d) fully online. An online course at the informational
level provides the syllabus, course objectives, required readings, and the course calendar
online. The supplemental level provides additional files that might add value to the student
learning, but would not be required materials. A dependent level online course would require
that the student utilize the online materials in order to successfully complete the course. A

22

fully online course is offered either entirely or almost entirely online. Everything a student
would need to complete the course is provided within the learning management system.
There are nine attributes that are essential to successfully conducting technology
enhanced learning environments (Barron, 2006; Cook, Ley, Crawford, & Warner, 2009).
The learning environments should
1. Include interaction and communicative activities
2. Supply a logical input
3. Increase cognitive abilities
4. Employ task-based and problem-solving activities
5. Be student-centered and promote autonomy
6. Use multiple modalities to support various learning styles and strategies
7. Support collaborative learning for the students
8. Meet affective and intellectual needs of students
9. Provide feedback and assessment.
Because the online environment is growing steadily and higher education is providing
more and more courses online, it is imperative to understand online education and online
courses and their applicability to the context of this study.

Media Richness
Media richness theory and the various extensions that have been introduced seek
to extrapolate the media choice for different communication processes. The media
richness theory relates to person-to-person interactions. This theory is applicable in an
online classroom because faculty to student interaction is critical for online learning.
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The Media Richness Theory was first introduced by Daft and Lengel in 1986.
The theory postulates that organizations process information in order to reduce
uncertainty and equivocality (Daft & Lengel, 1986). According to the theory, uncertainty
can be defined as “the difference between the amount of information required to perform
the task and the amount of information already possessed by the organization” (Daft,
Lengel, & Trevino, 1987, p. 360). Equivocality is defined as ambiguity of the task. This
ambiguity occurs because individuals have different interpretations of what the specific
task entails. When equivocality is high the individual, or in this case the student, does
not understand the task enough to ask questions about the task; and uncertainty occurs
when students understand the task, but do not have enough information to complete the
task. By increasing the amount of information that students receive, both equivocality
and uncertainty can be decreased.
Additionally the Media Richness Theory explores the type of media that is
utilized by an organization. Certain types of communication are better articulated using
different types of media. In an online environment almost all of the communication
occurs via writing. However the richer the medium the lower the equivocality and the
uncertainty will be for communicating with students. For example, a live chat session
where both the students and the instructor see one another using a videoconferencing
system would have less ambiguity and less uncertainty than a discussion board that relied
entirely on the written word of the students and faculty members.
The Media Richness Theory was expanded to incorporate four media
classifications. These classifications include face-to-face, telephone, addressed
documents, and unaddressed documents (Daft et al., 1987). Because online education
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takes place online, typically there is no face-to-face interaction; however, that could be
substituted by a videostreaming conference for both faculty and students in real time.
Each of the media is measured based on four criteria. These criteria include feedback,
multiple cues, language variety, and personal focus. Obviously in an online classroom a
videoconference that includes both the faculty and the student would score high on all of
these criteria while an anonymous discussion board where the comments were general
would score low on all four criteria (Daft & Lengel, 1986).

Figure 1.

Media Richness Theory

(adapted from Daft & Lengel, 1986).

The most urgent and profound relevance of media richness theory in online
education is for faculty members in choosing a medium for connecting with their
students. According to the theory the faculty members should use the richest possible
media available to convey their message to the students. However, the reality is that
richer media can be more time consuming and costly to use in an online classroom.
Faculty must understand the limitations of the media that are utilized in their classroom
as well as their ability to extend the four criteria by selecting rich media in their courses.
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By lowering the equivocality and uncertainty in their classroom the faculty should be
able to increase their information to their students and thus increase the faculty’s
perception of quality for an online course (Boon & Fore, 2007).
This would lead one to believe that the less effective the communication the less
perception of quality that a faculty member would have for this particular course. By
integrating rich media into the course, faculty can increase their perceived quality of the
course.
Faculty can use desktop recording software such as Camtasia within their course
to demonstrate hands-on exercises with software. Desktop recording software allows the
faculty member to capture everything that is being done on the screen. The captured
images are converted into a video format without losing any important quality of the
audio or video. Desktop recording makes it easy and convenient for instructors to record
video clips or tutorials to post in their online courses. This gives the instructors the
ability to personalize their course as well as allowing them to add audio and enrich the
media within their course. According to Yoshimura (2008) education has begun to
experience a shift from the information-transfer learning paradigm to the tutorial-learning
paradigm. What this means is rather than merely presenting the data to learners and
expecting them to absorb it, creating tutorials for learners to interact with allows for a
richer understanding. Desktop recording technology can be used to deliver course
content, especially material suited for self-instruction. This material may include
interactive tutorials, drills, simulations, games, and tools. In addition, these tutorials
provide students with an opportunity to hear the voice of the instructor rather than just
reading text. This feature decreases the chance of a misunderstanding caused by not
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being able to hear the intended tone of a message, and it provides an opportunity for the
faculty to have a greater sense of connection with the student.
Recording and uploading tutorials is not a time-consuming task, but it can take a
certain amount of technical savvy as well as the time, energy, and effort that is required
for planning and developing a tutorial. The faculty must develop tutorial segments that
are concise because longer tutorials create larger file sizes which can be frustrating for
online learners.
Newberry was one of the first researchers to build on media richness and apply it
to education (Newberry, 2001). Newberry found that feedback, message tailoring,
multiple cues, and emotion were all important criteria of communication in the
classroom, and more specifically online learning. Once the criteria were established, the
richness of the media that could occur in an online classroom were ranked high to low.
For example, a face-to-face meeting would have the highest media rating whereas
threaded discussions would have a very low media rating, and a videostream would be
somewhere in the middle. Once the table was constructed, Newberry then ranked the
seven different media types into a hierarchy from richest to leanest.
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Table 1
Seven Media Types Ranked from Richest to Leanest (adapted from Newberry, 2001)
Face-to-Face
Mutual videoconferencing
Synchronous two way audio
Text only chat
E-mail or video stream
Threaded discussion

Oftentimes faculty members want to convey information in the most efficient
manner. In these instances a leaner media type would be desired in order to accomplish
their goal. While synchronous media types tend to be richer than asynchronous media
types, the trade-off requires that all the faculty and students communicate at the same
time. However, some of the newer media such as Camtasia tutorials, allow faculty to
present information using a rich media without requiring synchronous participation.
While the learning management system and outside tools can be effective tools
for faculty to communicate with and students to share information, it is important to
consider how rich media incorporated into a classroom can impact the online course.
According to Young and Ku (2008), faculty who incorporate multimedia presentations in
their online courses “help restore to distance education the vividness of face-to-face
instruction” (p. 195). Additionally the authors discuss that it should be the goal of online
instructors to develop creative and enticing online education as this goes a long ways
towards bridging “the historical divide between the dynamism of face-to-face education
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and the aridity of instructional materials” (Young & Ku, 2008, p. 195) that are all too
familiar in many traditional distance learning programs. One of the benefits is that while
implementing rich media into online courses used to be too costly, low cost multimedia
environments are becoming extremely affordable.
Interaction
Interaction is the crux of distance education. Interaction is what separates
distance education from correspondence courses and what creates the rich warm learning
communities where students’ minds are expanded and enlightened (Brooks & Jeong,
2006; Burnett, Bonnici, Miksa, & Kim, 2007, Selvaggi, 2016). Consequently, faculty
members who teach online courses are very interested in the nature of interaction in their
course. A faculty member who is used to teaching courses face to face will have to adjust
to the nature of an online course and the types of interaction that are available for the
faculty member and the student.
Naturally interaction has been heavily researched in top tier peer-reviewed
journals. Many of the previously conducted studies in journal articles focus on student
interaction and its various effects on achievement, attrition, and satisfaction from the
student perspective. While these studies are interesting, it is important to study and
understand interaction in an online course from a faculty perspective as well. Orellana
(2006) believes that it is critical to understand the relationship between class size and
interaction because of the extensive research that highlights the importance of interaction
in effective education.
Fortunately, technologies have been developed which, if used effectively, can go
a long ways towards facilitating interaction and fostering a sense of community in a
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distance learning environment. The chosen learning management system is the platform
that instructors use to facilitate distance learning courses. Over 37,000 higher education,
K-12, government, corporate, and for-profit academic institutions now take advantage of
the wide variety of teaching tools available with learning management system software
(D’Angelo & Wooley, 2007, Czerkawski, 2016).
The discussion board in most learning management systems allows faculty and
students to initiate and participate in asynchronous, archived classroom discussion.
Faculty may engage their students, and even spark debates, by posting information and
probing questions for their students to address (Salmi, 2013). The two most important
features of the discussion board are that it allows for asynchronous communication and it
is archived. Faculty and students can read the messages and respond at their leisure for
the duration of the course (Meyer & McNeal, 2011). For faculty members who prefer
synchronous interaction, learning management systems typically have a chat feature that
allows for students to meet with each other or with the course instructor to have a realtime discussion. These discussions are typically text based.
When planning for student-to-student interaction in an online course, it is easy to
overlook the importance of instructor presence for quality online instruction. Simonson
(2006) reports that students perceive e-mail communication with the instructor as being
the most valuable way a teacher can interact with his or her student. However, to be
effective, the instructor must be consistent in providing prompt feedback within 24 hours
to student questions. Students quickly pick up on whether the instructor is available and
willing to put in the time necessary to provide the assistance that the student needs.
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However, this research does not link interaction with perceived quality from the
perspective of the online faculty member.
In planning for student-to-student and faculty-to-student interaction in an online
course, it is worthwhile to consult the work of Roblyer and Ekhaml (2007) as they have
developed a rubric to assess and encourage interactive qualities in distance courses. The
authors assert that “a distance learning environment in which there is friendly and open
exchange among students and with the course instructor is likely to be more productive
from a learning standpoint than an environment in which exchanges are formal and
circumscribed.” The rubric developed by Roblyer and Ekhaml highlights the importance
of social and rapport-building designs for interaction, instructional designs for
interaction, interactivity of technology resources, and evidence of learner engagement
and of instructor engagement. The detailed explanations in each category serve as a
useful self-check in the course development stage and allow for detailed student feedback
in summative course evaluations.
Perhaps the most important interaction in the distance classroom, the interaction
between teacher and student, sets the stage of the classroom. Student satisfaction and
attrition rates have been closely linked to instructor-student interaction (Fiol &
O’Connor, 2005, Gray & DiLoreto, 2016). The students interviewed by the authors were
largely in agreement that interaction was extremely important to success in distance
education. One of the biggest keys to success is the interaction between the learner and
the faculty. Without interaction from the faculty, the students conveyed that they would
feel lost and confused as to what they should be doing to successfully complete the
course.
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Online classrooms use learning management systems that include tools like chat
rooms, e-mail, bulletin boards, and interactive white boards that help the students interact
with both other students and the teacher. Many students feel that they can take these
courses and not feel alone and that these available tools can provide support to help them
through the class. Russo and Campbell’s (2004) study examined students engaging in an
asynchronous online course to determine the students’ perceptions. The researchers
sought out to find what behaviors contribute to their perceptions; if there are different
levels of mediated presence for the student, other students, and the instructor; and if age,
sex, or education level influences students’ perceptions. In order to implement this study,
Russo and Campbell studied two simultaneous asynchronous online courses at a large
Midwestern university. There were 31 students enrolled in the two classes, 19 female
and 12 male. Every student was given course materials, assignments, and discussion
threads over the course of the class. Both quantitative and qualitative methods were used
in this study.
The researchers found that the frequency of interaction, responsiveness, use of
nonverbal communication channels, and students’ tone were all behaviors that
contributed to the students’ perceptions of mediated presence. Russo and Campbell
(2004) also found that it is important that instructors create a sense of community online
and continue to moderate interaction over the span of the course. The researchers found
multiple dimensions in the connections in the online learning environment, which
included (a) the instructor was at the highest level of presence, (b) the next level was
fellow classmates, and (c) the lowest level of presence was themselves. Also, they found
that instructors who provide personal touches such as photographs of themselves or
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recordings of the notes will be perceived as having high mediated presence. Finally, one
should note that Russo and Campbell found no significant differences between levels of
social presence based on sex, age, and educational level.
Interaction must be integrated into the online learning environment in order for
learning to be successful. Interaction has a high correlation with student satisfaction and
motivation. Kim and Hannafin (2004) examined the types of interaction students perceive
to be important in an online learning environment, and why students take online courses.
This study consisted of 52 higher education students enrolled in an online master’s
program. A majority of the students chose to enroll in online education because of the
convenience and flexibility that it offered.
Kim and Hannafin (2004) investigated the following interaction attributes and
their importance to online students: content interaction, conversation and collaboration,
intrapersonal/metacognitive skills, and need for support. Results of content interaction
attribute suggested that interacting with the content is an important part of the student’s
online learning experience. The collaboration and conversation attribute results indicated
that students involved in online learning environments rely on their peers and their
instructor to form and maintain the online learning community. Because interaction is so
critical to the students it also impacts the faculty impression of the course. Thus a course
with a high level of interaction would give the students a positive feeling and would
allow the faculty member to perceive the course was a quality course.
Participants also stated that discussing and sharing ideas and concepts with peers
was an important element of online learning environments. The participants reported
that feedback was important to them and valued frequent responses from the instructor
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and peers. Results of the intrapersonal/metacognitive skills attribute indicated that
participants valued an organized, structured schedule from the instructor (Kuo & Belland,
2016). The participants considered self-regulating one’s own learning as the most
important element of this attribute. The final attribute, need for support, indicated that
support is a very important factor to the participants. Timeliness of response and having
a mentor and tutors available were also very important to participants.
Online instruction has quickly emerged as an effective way to provide quality
teaching, thanks in part to the rapid development of technology to facilitate a wide
variety of teaching strategies. With the rapid growth of distance education has come
considerable research into a variety of relevant issues (Madland & Richards, 2016).
Bangert (2008) highlighted research in four categories: course environment,
learners’ outcomes, learners’ characteristics, and institutional and administrative factors.
Bangert (2008) found that students really like the idea that their instructor was there at
that moment, available to answer their questions. Students also reported a greater
opportunity to interact based on the live classroom atmosphere (Richardson, et al. 2015).
However, instructors report it impossible to moderate a discussion when there was the
potential to have so many students talking at the same time. Instructors also mentioned it
was very difficult to keep a train of thought going and to keep up with the student
questions. In addition, since students are from across the country and around the world, it
was nearly impossible to schedule chat sessions that worked with the schedules of most
of the students.
Earlier research has provided consistent evidence that as interaction increases in
an online course there is higher achievement and greater student satisfaction. Also, the
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feeling of physical presence experienced is much different than face-to-face
environments; therefore, online courses must incorporate more intense communication
measures when delivering instructions and engagement through discussions. As found in
Kock (2004) and Dempsey, Fisher, Wright, and Anderton (2008) and
Purarjomandlangrudi, Chen, & Nguyen (2016) the instructor’s timely, useful, and
consistent feedback to students can either enhance or decrease the quality and quantity of
interaction. These researchers in their studies proposed the use of a rubric for measuring
interactive qualities from theory and research to design practices. The rubric’s design
enables the identification and assessment of observable indicators of interaction which is
essential for encouraging greater interaction and the study of its impact. The following
elements are included in the rubric for measurements: social/rapport-building,
instructional design, interactivity of technology resources, evidence of learning
engagement, and evidence of instructor engagement.
Two formative evaluation activities were designed to which 42 instructors
responded. These included expert reviews and uses with sample distance classes which
gave validity and reliability to the research (Dempsey et al., 2008). No additional
recommendations resulted from 12 additional instructors with online course experience.
The rubric has been used in Dempsey’s post-course web-based courses with
students providing comments as well as rating each of the five elements. This
information provides useful feedback on how instructors can make their course more
interactive. The instrument has also been used in other courses around the world. Data
indicated that it gave insight to the course design for characteristics to include which
increased interactivity.
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Because the studies on interaction predominantly focus on the student
perspective, it is difficult to extrapolate interaction from the faculty perspective in terms
of perceived quality (Madland & Richards, 2016; Queiros & De Villiers, 2016).
However, interaction within the classroom would provide the faculty member with more
experience within the classroom and a better understanding of his/her students.
Additionally the interaction would lead the faculty member to a higher perception of
quality because of their familiarity with both the classroom and his/her students.
Online interaction can be defined as “the sender and receiver of three types of
interaction: learner-content, learner-instructor, and learner-learner” (Moore & Kearsley,
2005; Stenbom, Jansson, & Hulkko, 2016). Recent research has further suggested that
effective online interaction using one or more online interaction components is one of the
keys to successful online learning. The common recurrent theme from all research
indicates the importance of integrating at least one of the three major components of
online interactions into online learning: (a) instructor and learner interaction, (b) learner
and course contents and interface interaction, and (c) learner and learner interaction.
These components were identified under various names by researchers, including
teaching presence, immediacy behaviors, cognitive presence, online community, and
social presence and networking (Garrison, Anderson, & Archer, 2001; Ice, Curtis,
Phillips, & Wells, 2007; Jia, Hiltz, & Bieber, 2006; Kavannah, Reese, Carroll, & Rosson,
2005; Marks et al., 2005; Picciano, 2002; Richardson, Swan, Shea, Richardson, Ice,
Garrison, Clevland-Ines, & Arbaugh 2008; Shea, Pickett, & Pelz, 2003; Tu & McIsaac,
2002; Rockinson-Szapkiw, Wendt, Wighting, & Nisbet, 2016). The use of all these
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components has indicated a noticeable improvement in the quality of online teaching and
learning for higher education systems.
A fourth type of interaction is the learner–interface interaction, which is how the
learner interacts with the learning management system. In addition, Woo and Reeves
(2007) asserted that there is a fifth type of interaction as follows:
Sutton defined a fifth type of interaction, vicarious interaction, which ‘takes
place when a student actively observes and processes both sides of a direct
interaction between two other students or between another student and
instructor.’ Whether such ‘self-talking’ or internal discourse interaction
should be categorized with other forms of more directly observable
interaction is debatable. Northrup proposed five interaction purposes: to
interact with content, to collaborate, to converse, to help monitor and
regulate-learning (intra-personal interaction), and to support performance. (p.
16)

Theorists have offered several categories of interaction in distance education
(Moore, & Benbasat, 1991). Moore (1991) is credited with identifying three key
categories of interaction in distance education that act as catalysts for learning. These are
student-content interaction, student-instructor interaction, and student-student interaction.
Swan’s (2008) framework for effective online interactions include: (a) teaching
presence, (b) cognitive presence, and (c) social presence. The teaching presence is the
faculty member’s interaction in the classroom. The cognitive presence is how the student
will obtain learning materials. Finally, the social presence is student interaction with one
another. Swan’s framework originated from previous extensive research by various
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scholars, including Swan, based on the Community of Inquiry (CoI) model. The model
was used to promote online interaction and learning effectiveness for online learners
(Anderson, 1999; Arbaugh & Rau, 2007; Boston, Ice, & Burgess, 2012; Ice, Curtis,
Phillips, & Wells, 2007; Marks et al., 2005; Picciano, 2002; Garrison, Anderson, &
Archer, 2001; Shea et al., 2003; Swan, 2008; Tu & McIssac, 2002).
Educators, especially online educators, have taken advantage of the available
online communication tools to develop meaningful online collaborative-learning
activities for online students (Armstrong & Hagel, 1996). The use of these tools has had a
positive impact on online pedagogy by changing the way educators teach and the way
students learn. The old way of passive teaching and learning transformed into the new
way, in which teachers become mentors and facilitators (Beldarrain, 2006). Educators are
now in control of the new learning process, instead of the students. Students now become
responsible for their own learning by completing various active-learning and group
learning activities (Tabar-Gaul, 2010).
Whether students participate in real-time chat or in discussion forums, the benefits
of these electronic interactions to their learning are obvious. Tabar-Gaul (2005) indicated
several reasons in using the asynchronous method for online communication.
1. Students had an opportunity to reflect and research answers before posting their
comments in the discussion forums. Thus students, especially ESL students,
would have a chance to compose and edit their replies before posting their
comments.
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2. Students’ writing skills improved from these postings. In addition, reading other
postings would help students become more open-minded in dealing with diverse
viewpoints and opinions.
3. The interaction and collaboration between students helped build a learning
community where students could get to know their classmates better and, at the
same time, learned different ideas and perspectives.
4. Students and teachers could compile these postings and saved the postings for
later reference, if need be.
Generally speaking, most learning management systems provide similar tools
including the following list:
1. Communication tools such as discussion forums, e-mails, online journals, chat
rooms, whiteboards, and student presentations,
2. Productivity tools such as bookmarks, self-notes, search, online progress, and
review,
3. Group tools that allow for students and groups to create learning communities,
blogging, journals, and portfolios.
Students and faculty alike expect there to be learning going on in the classroom
even if that classroom is online (Kerr & Tweedy, 2006). Faculty are required to embrace
the use of technology and push the boundaries of the system to create an interactive
environment for the student to learn in the online environment (Kuboni & Martin, 2005).
Implementing targeted technology in e-learning can encourage tremendous
improvements in education of the learner if used effectually (Adamic, Orkut, & Eytan,
2003). Although distance learning is not new, it is an innovative process that has
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reshaped education. Additionally the highly sophisticated delivery and interactivity
possibilities using technology that is now available for distance education makes online
learning that much richer (Offir, Barth, Lev, & Shteinbok, 2005). Online enrollment is
growing at a rapid pace with the focus shifting toward effective virtual teaching practices
using emerging technologies for optimal student achievement (Dempsey et al., 2008).
The latest online communication tools added to the learning management system
have become very popular with both educators and learners in higher education. These tools
include podcast, vodcast, Weblog, and other interactive technologies (Liao, 2006; Lohr,
2001; Orrellana, 2006).

In educational institutions, especially in the higher education system, the impact is
obvious, from instant messaging to chat rooms, and from discussion forums to podcast
and vodcast. Students are embracing this new type of digital communication that changes
the way they learn and the way educators should teach (Payton, 2003; Reed, 2005;
Wanstreet, 2006). However, a common component to all LMS and the tools that go with
them is the need for interaction. While a student might enjoy a podcast from a faculty
member a student also needs to interact with the faculty. Faculty also need to interact
with the student. It is difficult to get a sense of whether or not the students are learning or
growing in the classroom without regular interaction. Without that feedback it is difficult
for the faculty to feel that the course is a quality course.
No matter how sophisticated technology is, it forces educators to change the way
they teach and learn, or conduct business. The most important principle that educators
must remember when helping students learn is the ability to interact with the human side,
the students. Many online courses use blogs to provide more interacting opportunities to a
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diverse group of learners. Bonk and Zhang (2009) introduced a model called the R2D2 to
design and deliver distance education. The R2D2 method stands for “read, reflect,
display, and do” that online learners could use to solve learning problems. For example,
online blogs can use the second component of R2D2, which is the reflective method. By
using this method, online educators can create many reflective activities via Weblogs that
can enhance students’ learning skills such as writing tasks, learning journals, interactive
group collaboration, and the development of e-portfolios (Bonk & Zhang, 2006).
Podcasting has become more popular in higher educational institutions because
students and teachers have discovered how to use podcasts to teach and learn as well as to
interact. There are many advantages in using podcasts for learning, and many educators
are taking advantage of using this technology to enhance student learning. Podcasting is a
popular interaction method used in traditional courses as well as in online courses
because of its portability and convenience. Students can listen to the lectures any time
and any place (Bonk & Zhang, 2006).
Students like the podcasts of the lecture notes as one of the strengths of an online
course. Students seem to embrace this technology because they are already familiar with
this technology from their use of portable players to listen to their favorite music. Other
studies have supported the notion of students’ enthusiasm in using podcasts because they
somehow feel connected to the teacher when listening to the teacher’s voice (Connolly,
MacArthur, Stansfield, & McLellan, 2007).
Educators and researchers are often keen to ensure a successful learning
experience and to emphasize the indispensability of interactivity in distance education
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(McHarg & Goding, 2006). The learning environment of a traditional face-to-face mode
differs considerably from that of distance education because the former involves human
interaction and the latter is dependent on technology. According to Tinto (1998), the type
of technology applied may have negative or positive effects on the kind of interaction.
Because interaction effects the way a faculty member perceives quality, this is relevant.
To ensure that there is an effective learning experience, interactive teaching and
learning methods have been used in both conventional and distance education settings.
Educators and researchers see the need to alleviate the concerns of many distance
learners about the ability of a distance education setting to provide an interactive learning
environment.
Student–instructor interaction in distance education is often regarded as
insufficient when compared with the face-to-face environment due to lack of or
inadequate social presence. The term social presence refers to the extent to which an
individual gauges intimacy and immediacy and how he or she relates to other individuals
(Short, Williams, & Christie, 1976). This has been attributed to the general belief that
physical proximity between student and instructor is of the essence for the student to have
a meaningful learning experience. Some students are disappointed by the lack of personal
contact with their instructors and presume them to be aloof (Summers, Waigandt, &
Whittaker, 2005). However, studies have shown that it is possible for the student
instructor relationship to assist students in terms of guidance, motivation and feedback
(Anderson, Rourke, Garrison & Archer, 2003; Moore & Kearsley, 2005; Offir et al.,
2005). Having the ability to guide, motivate and provide feedback to students is
important for faculty perception with regard to quality.
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Synchronism
Interaction can be categorized many ways. However, the two predominant
categories of interaction are asynchronous and synchronous. These two types of
interactions are fundamentally different (Doherty, 2016). Both types have positives and
negatives in the distance learning classroom, and synchronism should have an effect on
the perceived quality of a course by a faculty member.
There are many ways to communicate online using existing telecommunication
technology and an up-to-date LMS. Online instructors can communicate with their
students in real time (synchronous) or by posting and replying in an electronic discussion
forum (asynchronous) (McDaniels, Pfund, & Barnicle, 2016). These two online
communication methods, via the Internet, use online technology to allow learners to
actively participate, experience, and share the same learning contents or activities at
different times (Yalman, Başaran, & Gönen, 2016).
The asynchronous learning method is popular for modified learning environments
such as distance education or web-based education (Smaldino, Russell, Heinich,
Molenda, & Cavaraugh, 2005). Asynchronous communication allows students to
participate in their classes via discussion forums, weblogs, and online collaborative
projects at their convenience on a 24/7 period, which is sometimes called any time and
any place learning.
Synchronous learning requires learners to be present at the same time, but they
can be at different locations. The learning activities can include a live video discussion or
a live chat using a chat room, with the teacher as the facilitator or moderator. Students
and teachers can exchange information or discussion in real-time mode and
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instantaneously. One can further define this method as at the same time but at any place
learning (Acosta-Tello, 2015).
Each method has its own advantages and disadvantages for learners based on the
flexibility and availability of learners. Gibson, Harris, and Colaric (2008) claimed that
asynchronous learning is much more accessible than synchronous learning because it
allows learners to have time to research and consider the topic more carefully, before
sharing their points of view. The extra time can also accommodate challenged learners
such as those students who speak English as a second language (ESL).
In his research, Mabrito (2006) focused on learner-content as it pertains to how
students participate with each other during online discussions and how to evaluate
individual contributions to the group assignment. The quasi-experimental case study
approach was used for 16 junior- and senior-level college students enrolled in a business
writing class. Eight were female and eight were male, all randomly grouped into four
project teams of four members each. All students had previous experience with
synchronous and asynchronous communication with seven having previously completed
an online discussion. The mean age of the students was 25.2 (SD = 2.7). Four questions
were considered for the study: would there be a difference in interaction, would the focus
be different, would the patterns differ, and would attitudes differ depending on which
session was used.
Mabrito (2006) followed previous research which indicated that learning is more
effective in an online course if there is interaction among learners (Bull, Kimball, &
Stansberry, 1998) and the emphasis on problem solving, team building, and information
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processing and technology familiarity is vitally important for learners to have a
successful online learning experience.
Data analysis indicated that different levels of participation were evident during
their two different discussion sessions. There was more communication in a synchronous
environment in the number of communication units but less follow-up or expansion of
knowledge to complete the writing assignment (Politis & Politis, 2016). The opposite
was true during asynchronous as more time was available in order to respond to
comments and issues and, therefore, more assistance was given as well as received for
completing the assignment. Students felt more comfortable in synchronous sessions and
unanimously chose synchronous sessions over asynchronous sessions even though
increased value was received to complete the writing task. Synchronous could be more
highly preferred because it focused on the group rather than the specifics of the
assignment tasks. This pattern is similar to interactions found in face-to-face situations as
compared to online asynchronous discussions. While one might conclude that
asynchronous discussions would be more effective in collaborating, Mabrito’s (2006)
data indicate quite the opposite and quite possibly, the need for more informal team
building is necessary by group members. Instructors need to consider collaborative
discussion time for both synchronous as well as asynchronous environments in their
course design to achieve optimum results. Because students highly value synchronous
discussion faculty members could consider that a quality course would include a
synchronous component.
Other research has been collected from nontraditional students. Liao (2006)
found the students felt their second most valuable experience was the social interactions
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available to them. The first most valuable was the ability to connect with the instructor.
The distance education learners voiced both positive and negative aspects of their
experience with interaction in this class. The positive aspects included being able to
interact with the instructor and students by video and text chat. Negative aspects for
distance students included anything that interfered with this interaction (Woodcock,
Sisco, & Eady, 2015).
Learning used to be a highly synchronous activity. However, the introduction of
distance education courses has made it possible to for participants to interact with one
another and process information without being located in the same physical setting.
Although synchronism has its benefits, asynchronism also has several advantages
including allowing students to conduct activities at times that are convenient for them.
This may improve the quality of their interaction by giving them extra time to reflect
before responding. However, in the online learning classroom it is important for the
faculty to understand and balance the amount of synchronism in order to perceive the
course to be a quality online course (Acosta-Tello, 2015).
The increasingly popular use of technology for online learning comes partly from
the continuous improvement of online technologies such as the availability of various
LMSs, including Blackboard, Angel Learning, and Desire2Learn, which provide various
online tools to help teachers become more efficient in their instructional tasks. There are
both challenges and benefits in using collaborative-learning activities in online courses.
The technology methods used for online collaboration can be in asynchronous
(discussion forums) or synchronous (real-time) mode. Communication and interaction are
important components for online courses (Acosta-Tello, 2015).
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Maushak and Ou (2007) reported that asynchronous learning encourages social
interactions and enhances learners’ autonomy because asynchronous communication
allows authentic learning to increase students’ learning skills and self-discipline.
However, Maushak warned educators that asynchronous learning might create
inequalities in online communication because not all students have the basic computer or
Internet skills, which may impede their online communication. Another disadvantage
Mercer pointed out was the lack of nonverbal and social contact clues as in a face-to-face
course. To overcome the shortcomings of both methods, integration of synchronous and
asynchronous learning in team collaboration learning activities will enhance learning for
students more than using only asynchronous or synchronous team collaborations.
As a result of the development of new teaching strategies and technology
possibilities, lecturing is out of step with many educational trends. Nonetheless, a lecture
in and of itself is neither good nor bad as its success depends on the way it is delivered
(Ronteltap & Eurelings, 2002). Advantages of using lectures as a teaching strategy are
multifaceted, as they (a) allow the educator maximum control over the learning
experience; (b) present large amounts of information to large audiences in short periods
of time; (c) produce better immediate recall of information; (d) complement the newest
information on a moment’s notice and clarify text material; and (e) appeal to auditory
learners (Ronteltap & Eurelings, 2002). There are also some common disadvantages to
using lectures as they (a) create passive learners; (b) give little feedback to learners; (c)
tend to cover too much material in a given time; (d) lose learners attention quickly; and
(e) inhibit the development of inductive reasoning.
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As indicated in a study by Richardson and Swan (2003), educators must learn
how to develop and present an effective lecture. Lectures can be given in a synchronous
setting by a faculty member. In the context of e-learning, one may argue that this method
is impractical and that there is little chance to use traditional face-to-face lectures online.
Nonetheless, through the use of presentation software such as Microsoft PowerPoint,
educators can present factual information to their learners, taking advantage of the lecture
method and maximizing learning outcomes.
Typically the level of detail and difficulty differs in online lecture materials; the
arrangement of effective teaching approaches with lecture materials can make e-learning
more eloquent and appealing (Betoret, 2007; Tu, 2005). The following list provides
pedagogical strategies that can augment the presentation of a lecture when teaching
through such media whether the media be television, interactive videoconferencing,
steaming video, or podcasting:
1. Online lectures must hold the user’s interest by presenting information in
small doses and then allowing the user to provide feedback in order to hold
their interests. Quizzes or games can be used to foster this feedback in each
segment of a presentation (Cook et al., 2009).
2. Online lecturers must apply a wide range of material that incorporates
interactive communication tools. Lectures that incorporate web-based or
computer-based materials, computer graphics, charts, and other varieties of
new media can improve student responsiveness and inspiration to learn (Du,
Howard, & Hing, 2005; Frederickson, Reed, & Clifford, 2005; Jyun-Cheng &
Chen, 2004).
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3. Online lecturers must know how to adapt their presentation style to the
medium being used. Great attention to detail is required in using educational
technologies, although managing the online lecture can be similar to
managing the face-to-face lecture (Lee & Gibson, 2003; Maor, 2003).
Synchronous online discussion has the capability to build learners’ relationships
over time by creating a rich contextual learning atmosphere, as well as allowing learners
to share their knowledge and ideas (Connolly et al., 2007). One benefit of utilizing this
type of discussion is that educators can answer questions right away, which may save
repetition or further explanations in class (Yamagata-Lynch, 2014). It can also give
learners an effective way to interact and communicate during assignments such as group
projects (Cummins & Sayers, 1995; Smaldino et al., 2005).
Asynchronous online discussion can accommodate separate learner requirements
spanning time and also space. However, it is important to note that this method can cause
learners to not interact amongst one another, lack of control and regulation in the
classroom, dependence on subject matter experts of the course, and considerable
development costs. An additional disadvantage is that learners may feel that the nature of
their communication is not suitably conveyed due to lack of nonverbal communication or
immediate feedback (Offir & Lev, 2000).
In distance education, literature indicates that the use of synchronous
communication tries to replicate face-to-face communication for students by allowing
communication to take place in real time (Hrastinski, 2009; Yamada, 2009).
Synchronous communication and collaboration tools, such as synchronous chats that
could include video- or audiostreaming, polling, and white boards, are increasingly
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becoming the paradigm of modules of online learning. The ability to obtain immediate
answers by faculty (Dibiase & Rademacher, 2005; Maushak & Ou, 2007) allows a distant
faculty member to provide online learners with live interaction when cooperation is part
of the instructional design of the class (Maushak & Ou, 2007). Synchronous interactivity
also creates a feeling of a cohort or classroom like structure (Dibiase & Rademacher,
2005). Kerr and Tweedy (2006) contend that a sophisticated level of incentive may be
due to the acuity of social presence by the immediacy of responsiveness.
Synchronous tools have been designed to help bridge the divide between students
and faculty. These tools incorporate supplementary applications for real time
communication along with other complimentary applications that allow for greater
interactivity within the distance learning classroom. Giving students a sense of face to
face interaction has proved to impact students positively. Saint Francis University
conducted a survey and found three systems that were excellent for online learning use:
I-link, Wimba, and Microsoft Live Meeting (Ouzts, 2006). The study compared
administrative quality, display, communication, and cost of all the tools. Wimba was
given the overall edge because of its primary and secondary polling tools. Polling
students allows for greater interactivity between the participants and the faculty member
in an online course. The polling tools created a greater sense of reality with use of virtual
hand raising and emotion cons. More recently other tools have been developed that
enhance the classroom such a Blackboard Collaborate (Politis & Politis, 2016).
Griffin (2008) found no difference between the traditional and online classes in
cognitive constructed exams. Based on this evidence, Griffin noted there is relatively no
difference between learning in a traditional classroom and in an online classroom if the
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faculty employs synchronous learning. This should impact the faculty perception with
regard to synchronism being included in an online course.
With new innovative communication technologies there needs to be more
information on the influences these new systems have on distance learning. As
communication technology advances, the design strategies for instructor use in
communication should advance too, allowing for a more interactive situation with
students. These advanced situations would lead to greater instructor influence, decreasing
transactional distance. A synchronous chat component needs to be studied to see if it
truly has an influence over faculty perception of quality.
Self-Efficacy
The concept of self-efficacy expectations (Bandura, 1977) refers to one’s beliefs
in one’s capabilities to successfully engage in (perform) a specific area of behavior (or
task). Put another way, self-efficacy is a person’s expectations of his or her ability to
successfully navigate certain situations based on a perceived level of capability. Higher
levels of self-efficacy are postulated to lead to approach versus avoidance behavior. Selfefficacy expectations are behaviorally specific (rather than general), so each type of selfefficacy must be discussed in reference to a specific behavioral domain (a behavioral
referent) in order to be meaningful. The concept has been applied to computer skills,
learning skills, social skills, and others, such as mathematics, science, healthcare, repair,
computers, and investing (Marakas, Johnson, & Clay, 2007; Torkzadeh & Van Dyke,
2002). For the purpose of this study, self-efficacy is defined as individual judgment of
one’s capability to facilitate an online course.
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Faculty with high self-efficacy in a task are more likely to expend more effort and
persist longer than those with low efficacy. Consequently, those faculty will be more
familiar with their online classroom and will have a higher perception of quality about
their online course. Faculty with high self-efficacy will be more confident in their ability
to facilitate their online course, whereas faculty with low self-efficacy could perceive
teaching an online course to be a task more difficult than what was presented. Low
self-efficacy can result in poor task planning, and increased stress. Highly
self-efficacious faculty will see facilitating an online course as a challenge to be mastered
and not as a problem to be avoided (Bandura, 1977).
In order teach online, faculty members are required to have a certain technical
comfort level. Some of the skills required for online teaching include the ability to use an
Internet browser and learning management system. Other skills include the ability to use
more intermediate and advanced software programs to add rich media to an online
course.
The effect on self-efficacy within an online classroom and the impact of
unfamiliar technology is palpable. Faculty who are unfamiliar with technology and that
do not understand how interaction with technology affects the whole classroom tend to
interact less than other faculty who understand the entire process. Tu and Corry (2002)
demonstrated the consequences of unfamiliar technology and misunderstanding of active
participation and its overall influence in a distance learning environment.
There are many factors that influence satisfaction with online courses according
to a study conducted by Tu and Corry (2002). These factors include the instructor’s
philosophical perspective, learner skill levels, and technology support services provided
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by the institution. Measurements of satisfaction include activities and assignments
guidance and encouragement from the instructor as well as format and structure.
According to the study, learner satisfaction with the course structure led to higher
satisfaction with perceived knowledge gained during the course. Stein, Wanstreet,
Calvin, Overtoom, and Wheaton (2005) provided evidence that high levels of dialogue
and little predetermined structure supported Moore’s transactional distance theory
whereby students must become more responsible for their success.
As with any reliance upon technology, the need for support and training is
extremely important to overcoming technical hurdles that would otherwise quash
development of teaching and learning in an online environment (Fung, 2004). Fung also
recognized the importance of removing barriers from faculty with the goal of facilitating
online learning. Compatibility looks at the measure of how much a faculty member sees
the instructional technology tool as consistent with their values and philosophies of
teaching. The training that faculty receive must make faculty members aware of the
values and philosophies that impact the faculty in a particular field.
Figure 2 demonstrates the individual’s judgment of the ability to use computers in
a multitude of situations. It could be applied to faculty members and their self-efficacy of
their technical expertise and their ability to teach their online course. Faculty members
who are not familiar with the technology in their online course will have low self-efficacy
about their ability to teach an online course. Consequently faculty who are not familiar
with technology in general could perceive the quality of their online course negatively
merely because of their low self-efficacy.
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Figure 2.

The multilevel and multifaceted character of computer self-efficacy

(adapted from Marakas, Mun, & Johnson, 1998).

Online Teaching Experience
Because online learning is learner-centered and the instructor’s essential
responsibilities relate to helping students in the process of understanding, the instructor
takes on a role of mentor and/or coach (Dennen et al., 2007). As a mentor, the instructor
takes a hierarchal role that supports the learner through modeling, academic and career
counseling, emotional and scholarly support, advice, professional networking, and career
counseling. A mentor mediates expert knowledge through collaboration, interaction,
modeling, scaffolding, all of which is incorporated into social constructivist environment
(Brockett & Hiemstra, 1991; Yang & Cornelious, 2005).
Where mentoring revolves around guidance within a relational setting, coaching
takes on a more specific role, which can be solicited by the student or unsolicited based
on observations made by the instructor (Brockett & Hiemstra, 1991). Wellman (2002)
gave four techniques used in coaching in constructivist learning: motivational prompts,
the monitoring and regulation of learner performance, provoking reflection, and “perturb
learners’ model” (p. 344). He indicated that regulation, analysis, and monitoring, along
with the perturbing model, are critical in dealing with novice learners. With the use of
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mentoring and coaching, instructors in online learning have a structure to use for
dialogue, and dialogue is one of the keys in establishing presence as well as in the
reduction of perceived distance that students may experience with online learning
(Gunawardena & McIsaac, 2004).
Transactional distance theory studies the effect of separation among those who
participate in an online class and the patterns of behaviors modeled, specifically between
learners and their peers as well as learners with their teachers (Moore & Benbasat, 1991).
Separation, it seems, has a profound influence on learning due to the potential for
misunderstanding, created by an absence of psychological perception of presence
(Rogers, Graham, Rasmussen, Campbell, & Ure, 2003). For this reason, connecting
students is extremely important in an online class because it reduces the psychological
distance. Stein et al. (2005) obtained data from learners in six courses. These courses
varied by format, structure, and opportunities for interaction. Their results indicated that
learner satisfaction is a reflection of high levels of dialogue between students and with
the instructor, leading to greater satisfaction with apparent knowledge gained in an online
class. Kanuka, Collett, and Caswell (2002) interviewed several instructors and concluded
that learners receiving guidance through high dialogue and stringent course structure
experience low levels of transactional distance.
Establishing a stringent use of dialogue is seen as a guideline with some
principles originally introduced to help classroom teachers deal with the failing
classroom communities within a face-to-face class. Chickering, and Gamson (1987)
determined that higher education institutions struggle with scholastic practices.
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Distance learning has grown in leaps and bounds since the publication of the
Chickering and Gamson’s (1987) article. However these same principles, introduced for
traditional classrooms, can be implemented by present day online instructors in
facilitating a sense of connection with their students. The seven principles include:


Frequent contact between students and faculty members.



Cultivate cooperation among students.



Inspire dynamic learning.



Faculty should provide prompt feedback.



Underscore time on assigned tasks.



Communicate faculty expectations.



Respect diverse learning styles and student’s talents (Chickering & Gamson,
1987).
While each of the principles is important, they should be implemented together

for maximum effectiveness. Although the principles seem to be more like common sense
their application can be important in the classroom. It is important to note that some
faculty are still reluctant to endeavor into the realm of ubiquitous online education
frontier. Some faculty members express anxiety towards their dependence on technology
for online education (Beuchot & Bullen, 2005; Tuovinen, 2000; Zhao & Khu, 2004).
It would be very difficult for a faculty member to understand these concepts and
implement them without a proper amount of not only teaching experience but online
teaching experience as well. Because these concepts are so important to online learning
a faculty member’s teaching experience would cause him or her to alter the perception of
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quality in a classroom based on the amount of time and experience with the online
classroom.
Education Level
Most research studies suggest that higher teacher education levels correlate to
higher quality care for pre-k students (Howes, Phillips, & Whitebook, 1992; McHarg &
Goding, 2006) and more specifically that a bachelor’s degree makes a great difference
(House, 2006). Teachers with a bachelor’s degree or more advanced degree were rated as
more sensitive than teachers with a lower degree or with no degree at all (Howes et al.,
1992). A result of being in a classroom with a more sensitive teacher, children perform
better on cognitive and language tasks (Bowman, Donovan, & Burns, 2000). While
teachers with the most advanced education and training appear to be the most effective,
teachers with associate of arts degrees and certificates are more effective than teachers
with some college or just high school plus workshops. It is possible that a faculty
member who has more education would have a positive perception of quality in an online
course.
Two large-scale studies that were conducted by the National Institute of Child
Health and Human Development, Early Care and Research Network and the
Administration on Children, Youth and Families (Zill et al., 2001) demonstrated
statistically significant associations of teacher qualification and the quality of the
instruction in the classroom. The statistical analysis (Early et al., 2006) of seven major
studies was designed to be a predictor for instructional quality and the correlation to
student achievement outcomes based on teacher’s education level and their major. The
findings of the study indicated that the increase of college education beyond the
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bachelor’s degree alone was not likely to lead to instructional quality or children’s
academic gains (Early et al., 2006). Education level was linked to quality in the
classroom from the faculty perception.
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METHODOLOGY
Introduction
The primary purpose of this research was to investigate the factors affecting the
faculty perception of their online courses, particularly to discover whether the factors of
media richness, synchronization, interaction, and self-efficacy have a relationship with
faculty perception of quality. The methods used to address the proposed research
questions are discussed in this chapter. This chapter includes (a) the research design, (b)
the participants, (c) the measuring instruments, (d) the data collection procedure, and (e)
the data analysis.
Research Design
This research used a quantitative approach. Research design can be thought of as
the structure of research; it is the glue that holds all of the elements in the research project
together. The design selected for this investigation was a survey using quantitative
methods for analysis. Descriptive studies are used to observe the status quo. Descriptive
studies are also called observational because the subjects are observed without
intervention. Additionally this study is a correlational study.
Correlational studies demonstrate a relationship between variables (Mitchell &
Jolley, 2007). Typically, researchers examine changes that transpire to one variable when
another variable is altered. Correlational studies do not determine causality. Correlational
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studies attempt to determine the direction (positive or negative) and the strength of the
relationship between the two variables (Mitchell & Jolley, 2007). Researchers using
correlation studies describe the variables and the relationships that occur between them.
A correlational design was selected in order to show if a relationship exists
between media richness, interaction, synchronism, self-efficacy, online teaching
experience, educational level, and perceived quality. This correlational study is similar in
nature to others, but it is unique in the focus of the faculty perspective.
This research was survey research. The intention of a survey is to collect data on
various variables from members of the population. The general purpose of survey
research is to collect specific information from an established group of people in order to
collect the member’s views. Surveys require the participant to self-report. Surveys also
provide insight into an individual’s perception. Normally, a survey is used to establish the
status of things as they were. Thus, utilizing a survey was considered a suitable method
for this study because it sought to provide a faculty point of view on quality of an online
course.
One of the strengths of correlational design studies is the ease in which these
studies can be administered (Mitchell & Jolley, 2007). No manipulation of variables is
involved. The descriptive correlation study shows what is naturally occurring.
There are several advantages to using a survey to conduct research. Using a
survey method as a means for research is a useful way to describe the characteristics of a
large population. Surveys can be administered from geographically distant locations
using the web, e-mail, mail or telephone (Andrews, Nonnecke, & Preece, 2003). Because
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all participants are presented with a standardized instrument in survey research, observer
subjectivity is greatly eliminated.
Participants
The population of interest for this study was faculty currently teaching an online
course at a college or university who participated in three specific online forums during
the spring of 2009. It is assumed that the faculty members are over the age of 18, and are
able to speak and understand English. This study included faculty who taught at least one
online course during the spring 2009 semester. Only groups that contained online faculty
were included in the outreach. The total population of the Yahoo Groups during spring
2009 was 510. Of the 510 who received the survey, 203 responded with a response rate
of 39.8%.
All data were collected from anonymous volunteers via a web page which does
not identify the participant’s name, place of work, or any other personally identifiable
information. The location of these volunteers cannot be known, so the physical site is not
known. The survey was disseminated via internal group email to several Yahoo Groups,
and the participants were given the opportunity to participate. The faculty received the email invitation from the group. Recruitment materials for the study may be found in
Appendix A.
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Instrumentation
The instrument was partially developed by the researcher to conduct this research.
The following descriptive information was collected: gender, computer experience, age,
teaching experience, online teaching experience, education, status, tenure, and learning
management system experience. Teaching experience and education level were used as
independent variables for the study.
Some of the questions asked in the survey were dichotomous questions such as
gender. Most of the questions that were asked in the survey were questions that were
based on a level of measurement, such as computer experience, years of teaching
experience, years of online teaching experience, and education. For gender, computer
experience, age, teaching experience, online teaching experience, education, occupation,
and tenure, respondents were only allowed to make one selection.
The survey questions were designed in a structured format, as recommended by
Kress (2006). Structured questions allow the respondents to base their answers on a list of
alternatives. Additionally they allow a researcher to analyze responses among
participants. A further advantage in using structured questions is that they assist the data
analysis process to become easier to interpret and compare between variables. This
research used a quantitative method. House (2006) believed that the responsibility lies
with the researcher to present understandably the results so that inexpert readers, who
have little experience with the quantitative method, can easily comprehend the findings.
A few of the descriptive statistics for the survey were open-ended questions such
as the learning management system the faculty member used. These questions allowed
the participants to write in their answers. For example, the participants were asked what
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learning management system they used when they selected other. Additionally
participants were asked what their education level was when they selected other. Finally
respondents were asked what courses they taught. This type of question provided the
opportunity for faculty participants to add additional comments that were not otherwise
included in the structured questions.
The questions regarding self-efficacy were adapted from the General SelfEfficacy Scale. Because this is non-commercial research, permission is granted to use
the scale and may be modified or shortened to meet the requirements of the particular
research context (Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995). The questions regarding self-efficacy
are grouped together to measure the concept of self-efficacy. The following questions
were adapted for the General Self Efficacy (GSE) scale:
It is easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my goals in an online course.

I am confident I could deal efficiently with unexpected events in an online course.

Thanks to my resourcefulness, I know how to handle unforeseen situations in my
online courses.
When I am confronted with a problem in my online courses, I can find several
solutions.
I can usually handle whatever problems that may occur in my online courses.

The following research questions were analyzed using the following questions
from the survey instrument.
63

Research Question 1: Does a relationship exist between a media rich online
course and perceived quality of the online course by faculty?
1. Media rich online courses will allow the instructor to use dynamic
presentations (such as narrated PowerPoints).
2. Media rich online courses will allow the instructor to upload audio.
3. Media rich online courses will allow the instructor to upload video.
4. Media rich online courses will allow the instructor to upload desktop
recordings (such as Camtasia).
5. Media rich online courses will allow the instructor to podcast.
Research Question 2: Does a relationship exist between interaction with the
online students and perceived quality of the online course by faculty?
6. An online course should let the instructor send e-mails through the learning
management system.
7. An online course should let the instructor post on the discussion board through
the learning management system.
8. An online course should allow the instructor to hold a synchronous chat
through the learning management system.
9. An online course should allow the instructor to post an announcement through
the learning management system.
10. An online course should not allow the instructor to upload ancillary materials
into the learning management system.
Research Question 3: Does a relationship exist between the amount of
synchronism in the online course and perceived quality of the online course by faculty?
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11. An excellent online course should have a synchronous typing chat.
12. An excellent online course should have a synchronous audio chat.
13. An excellent online course should have a synchronous video component.
14. An excellent online course should not have a synchronous component.
15. An excellent online course should have a synchronous component.
Research Question 4: Does a relationship exist between self-efficacy and
perceived quality of the online course by faculty?
16. It is easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my goals in an online
course.
17. I am confident I could deal efficiently with unexpected events in an online
course.
18. Thanks to my resourcefulness, I know how to handle unforeseen situations in
my online courses.
19. When I am confronted with a problem in my online courses, I can find several
solutions.
20. I can usually handle whatever problems that may occur in my online courses.
Research Question 5: Does a relationship exist between online teaching
experience and perceived quality of the online course by faculty?
Research Question 6: Does a relationship exist between education level and
perceived quality of the online course by faculty?
The quality scale that was used:
21. A quality online course contains rich media.
22. A quality online course has various means of interaction.
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23. A quality online course has synchronous components.
24. A quality online course is delivered on a learning management system I am
comfortable with using.
25. A quality online course is about a topic I am confident about.
Most of the data used were ordinal Likert-type items (1-7). Other variables were
ranks such as education level, teaching experience, and online teaching experience. Some
of the questions for the survey were adapted from the GSE Scales. The GSE scale was
created to evaluate the perceived self-efficacy with the intent to predict the management of
daily hassles as well as adaptation after experiencing all kinds of stressful life events. The
scale was designed for the general adult population. The Cronbach’s alphas ranged from

.76 to .90 when the scales were administered to 23 countries. The GSE scale is one
dimensional. The validity of the GSE scale is documented in numerous studies where
positive coefficients were found with favorable emotions, optimism, and satisfaction
(Bandura, 1995).
Self-efficacy is an optimistic variable, meaning that it pertains to the belief that
one can perform a complicated task and face difficulty. Self-efficacy examines goal
setting, effort investment, and persistence regarding insurmountable tasks and the ability
to recover when faced with a setback. The items designed were developed with the intent
to discern self-efficacy.
Because a portion of the survey was self-designed, additional validity and reliability
testing were required to be performed. Upon completing the design of the survey
instrument, a validity test was conducted using four faculty members from the selected
school. These faculty members possessed the terminal degree in the education field and
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were skilled in research methodology. All four reviewers were familiar with the issues
raised in the survey about the topic. The stated requirement given to the reviewers was to
examine a copy of the survey instrument and provide professional critique of its validity
to ensure the survey measured what was intended to be measured (Mash, Marias, &
Vanderwalt, 2006).
The questions for this survey used a 7-point Likert scale. Each respondent was
asked to rate each item using a number on the scale. For this survey a 1-to-7 response
scale was used where the following correspond to the weights of the scale:
1 = strongly disagree
2 = disagree
3 = somewhat disagree
4 = neutral
5 = somewhat agree
6 = agree
7 = strongly agree
Expert Panel
Based on the feedback received from the expert panel, revisions were made from
the original version of the survey and incorporated in the final version of the survey (see
Appendix B). The revisions included the following items. The word choice of the
questions was edited so that the critical information in the questions would be readily
apparent to a participant. The change was designed to reduce the potential that
respondents would not understand an unclear question that was presented (William,
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2003). Five of the original questions were removed from the survey to reduce the
potential for fatigue and mortality factors (William, 2003).
Pilot Study
To test for external reliability, a pilot test survey was conducted with 20 online
faculty members. An e-mail was sent to the faculty, and they were asked to complete the
questionnaire and mail the results back to the researcher. The participants who
participated in the pilot were not included in the study. To test for internal reliability,
Cronbach α test were conducted on the pilot survey results and Cronbach α= was .839.
Validity and Reliability
Validity includes the suitability of the study instrument. Because the instrument
to be used in this study was created by the researcher, the survey was reviewed by experts
in the field of online learning. Part of the instrument utilized in the study was adapted
from the self-efficacy scale. Next, the survey was piloted to 20 online faculty members.
The results of the survey were then analyzed by the researcher and any fitting changes
such as question revision implemented.
Reliability is whether a survey or test is trustworthy. Another definition of
reliability is whether a survey has consistency of measure (Ponterotto & Ruckdeschel,
2007). Cronbach’s alpha was used to test reliability. Cronbach’s alpha measures the
extent to which item responses obtained correlate highly with each other. The widelyaccepted social science cut-off is that alpha should be .70 or higher for a set of items to
be considered a scale. Reliability was addressed by internal consistency. Internal
consistency can be tested by creating similar test questions. The portion of the survey that
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was adapted from the self-efficacy had been tested in over 23 nations. In samples from 23
nations, Cronbach’s alphas ranged from .76 to .90, with the majority in the high .80s. The
scale is unidimensional. A respondent should respond to the similar test questions the
same way, indicating that the survey had internal consistency.
Internal validity refers to the degree to which a researcher can correctly affirm
that the independent variable produced the observed effect. If the effect on the dependent
variable is only due to variation in the independent variable internal validity is achieved.
Internal validity most often applies to experimental research. So it is not necessary to
address how to protect against internal validity since all of the participants took the same
instrument using the same method.
External validity refers to the extent to which results can be generalized from the
sample to the population that is being studied. For this research, the 20 participants are
members of the target population so external validity can be assumed. Post-hoc power
analysis revealed that with 200 participants (actual tests ranged from 190 to 203), power
exceeded .99 for all tests conducted. This means that chance of type 2 error was less than
1%. If a relationship between the study variables existed, there was a greater than 99%
chance of detecting it. Specific power estimates were based on simple correlation with
medium effect size (r = .30), 2-tailed, .05 alpha (power = .993), as well as multiple
regression with 6 predictors (the most complex model tested) and the same assumptions
of medium effect size (f 2 = .15), 2-tailed, and .05 alpha (power = .992).
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Procedures
The survey was developed and then reviewed by an expert panel. After the panel
revisions had been made, the panel was asked to review the instrument a final time.
When the instrument passed the expert panel revisions, the survey was pilot tested.
The research study was submitted to the Institutional Review Board for the
Protection of Human Subjects and was approved. Appendix C includes IRB approval.
The data were collected using a web-based survey instrument. The survey was
distributed to the participants via their group membership for online faculty. The survey
was available online and allowed the participants to complete the survey from the web.
The reason for this method was that the faculty member already participated in teaching
online courses and therefore using an online instrument made logical sense.
Confidentiality was ensured to the participants of the survey; the survey was administered
during the middle of the spring semester. This timing allowed the faculty to complete the
web-based survey at the optimal time during the school year. This methodological design
was appropriate for this study as the faculty were involved in online courses. The
common variable between all participants was the web, and thus completing the survey
via the web made the most logical sense.
The instrument, e-mails, and cover letter sent to the three groups on Yahoo!
(OnlineTeachingJobs, Online Adjuncts, and Online Faculty) are found in Appendix A.
One week later, another e-mail with a survey link was sent to the groups requesting any
nonparticipants for their assistance in completing the survey. The survey link was closed
after three weeks, and data were downloaded and examined. A total of 203 responded to
the survey, making a return rate of 39%.
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Data Analysis
Descriptive statistics were used to determine the characteristics of the
participants. Multiple linear regressions were performed to test the relational variables
against perceptions of quality. The results of this study are presented in the order of the
six research questions that were answered by the study. The significance of the
correlation coefficient, Pearson and Spearman R, where appropriate were used to test
correlation between variables.
Research Question 1: Does a relationship exist between a media rich online
course and perceived quality of the online course by faculty?
This question was answered using the five items on the survey that measured
media richness. The mean and standard deviation for media richness were calculated.
Spearman correlation coefficients between each of the Likert scale items that measured
media richness and each of the Likert scale items that measured perceived quality of the
online course were calculated. A simple linear regression was run to measure the media
richness composite variable and how predicts the quality composite variable.
Research Question 2: Does a relationship exist between interaction with the
online students and perceived quality of the online course by faculty?
This question was answered using the five items on the survey that measured
interaction. The mean and standard deviation for interaction were calculated. Spearman
correlation coefficients between each of the Likert scale items that measured interaction
and each of the Likert scale items that measured perceived quality of the online course
were calculated. A simple linear regression was run to measure the interaction composite
variable and how it predicts the quality composite variable.
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Research Question 3: Does a relationship exist between the amount of
synchronism in the online course and perceived quality of the online
course by faculty?
This question was answered using the five items on the survey that measured
synchronism. The mean and standard deviation for synchronism were calculated.
Spearman correlation coefficients between each of the Likert scale items that measured
synchronism and each of the Likert scale items that measured perceived quality of the
online course. A simple linear regression was run to measure the synchronism composite
variable and how it it predicts the quality composite variable.
Research Question 4: Does a relationship exist between self-efficacy and
perceived quality of the online course by faculty?
This question was answered using the five items on the survey that measured selfefficacy. The mean and standard deviation for self-efficacy were calculated. Spearman
correlation coefficients between each of the Likert scale items that measured self-efficacy
and each of the Likert scale items that measured perceived quality of the online course.
A simple linear regression was run to measure the self-efficacy composite variable and
how it predicts the quality composite variable.
Research Question 5: Does a relationship exist between online teaching
experience and perceived quality of the online course by faculty?
This question was answered by using the four composite variables (media
richness, interaction, synchronism, and self-efficacy) that were included in multiple
regression along with the online teaching experience dummy variables. The online
teaching experience variable was incorporated as a continuous variable.
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Multiple regression analyses were conducted to analyze the model as a whole.
Moderating variables were added to previous simple regression analyses, creating
multiple regressions. A dummy variable for Online Teaching Experience was created. A
multiple regression model was conducted based on the formula:
Y = β0 + β1X1 + β2X2 + β3X3+ β4X4 + β5X5 + ε , where Y represented the dependent variable
faculty perception of quality, β0 was the Y intercept of the regression surface, β1
represented the slope of the regression surface with respect to X1, X1 represented one of
the independent variables such as Media Richness, β2 represented the slope of the
regression surface with respect to X2, X2 represented Online Teaching Experience of less
than 1 year, β3 represented the slope of the regression surface with respect to X3, X3
represented Online Teaching Experience 1 to 2 years , β4 represented the slope of the
regression surface with respect to X4, X4 represented Online Teaching Experience of more
than two years to five years, β5 represented the slope of the regression surface with
respect to X5, X5 represented Online Teaching Experience of more than 5 to 10 years, and
ε represented the error. A multiple regression analysis was conducted for each of the four
independent variables (Media Richness, Interaction, Synchronism, and Self-Efficacy).
Research Question 6: Does a relationship exist between education level and
perceived quality of the online course by faculty?
The research question was answered by using the four composite variables (media
richness, interaction, synchronism, and self-efficacy) that were included in a multiple
regression model along with the education level dummy variable (PhD versus no PhD).
Multiple regression analyses were conducted to analyze the model as a whole.
Moderating variables were added to previous simple regression analyses, creating
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multiple regressions. A dummy variable for Education Level was created. A multiple
regression model was conducted based on the formula:
Y = β0 + β1X1 + β2X2 + β3X3+ β4X4 + β5X5 + ε , where Y represented the dependent variable
faculty perception of quality, β0 was the Y intercept of the regression surface, β1
represented the slope of the regression surface with respect to X1, X1 represented one of
the independent variables such as Media Richness, β2 represented the slope of the
regression surface with respect to X2, X2 represented Education Level of bachelor’s
degree, β3 represented the slope of the regression surface with respect to X3, X3
represented Education Level of master’s degree , β4 represented the slope of the
regression surface with respect to X4, X4 represented Education Level of educational
specialist’s degree, β5 represented the slope of the regression surface with respect to X5,
X5 represented Education Level of a doctorate, and ε represented the error. A multiple
regression analysis was conducted utilizing four independent variables (Media Richness,
Interaction, Synchronism, and Self-Efficacy).
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Chapter IV serves several purposes. The first purpose is to describe the data
collected during the data collection process. Additionally this chapter presents data
analysis results. Empirical findings are discussed as well as how statistical assumptions
were satiated. The statistical evidence is used to scrutinize the research questions that
were derived from literature study and inferences. Finally a discussion of the statistical
findings concludes the chapter.
The primary purpose of this research was to investigate the factors affecting the
faculty perception of their online courses, particularly to discover whether the factors of
media richness, synchronization, interaction, and self-efficacy have a relationship with
faculty perception of quality. Cited research indicated that these relational variables have
influenced perceptions of quality. Perceptions of quality were quantitatively measured by
a survey.
Results of Data Collection Findings
Two types of data were collected in this study: (a) demographic data for online
faculty and (b) faculty perceptions of quality. This chapter, outlining and analyzing the
data, is divided into two sections: (a) descriptive statistics of the participants and (b)
findings of the quantitative data analysis.
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Descriptive Data
This study examined data from online faculty groups that represent faculty
members online. Additionally, faculty were asked to complete demographic questions on
the survey in which they were asked to identify their age, number of years of computer
experience, number of years of teaching experience, gender, and education level.
Gender of Participants. Gender data are summarized in Table 2. The results
indicate that the majority of the respondents were female (69%) while male respondents
were 31%.
Table 2
Frequency and Percentage of Gender
Sex

Frequency

Percentage

Male

63

31.0%

Female

140

69.0%

Total

203

100.0%

Age of Participants. The age of the participants ranged from people in their
twenties to a few respondents in their seventies. None of the participants were over the
age of 80 years old at the time the survey was administered, and only one participant was
between 70 and 79 years of age. Table 3 displays a breakdown of the age of participants.
Approximately 57% of the participants surveyed were between the ages of 30 to 49 years
old. Additionally almost 25% of the respondents were between the ages of 50 to 59.
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Table 3
Frequency and Percentage of Age
Age

Frequency

Percentage

18-29

5

2.5%

30-39

58

28.6%

40-49

57

28.1%

50-59

50

24.6%

60-69

32

15.8%

70-79

1

0.4%

80 and over

0

0.0%

203

100.0%

Total

Teaching Experience and Online Teaching Experience. Only 6.4% of the
respondents had fewer than one year of teaching experience. Table 4 is a breakdown of
teaching experience. Of the respondents 53.7% had at least 10 years teaching experience.
Approximately 73% of the subjects had at least 5 years of experience at the time of the
study.
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Table 4
Frequency and Percentage of Teaching Experience
Teaching Experience

Total

Percentage

Less than 1 year

13

6.4%

At least 1 year to 2 years

12

5.9%

At least 2 years to 5 years

30

14.8%

At least 5 years to 10 years

39

19.2%

More than 10 years

109

53.7%

Total

203

100.0%

In addition to collecting data about teaching experience, the survey also contained
information about online teaching experience. While some of the faculty surveyed had
no teaching experience prior to their online teaching experience, many surveyed reported
many years of teaching experience prior to their online teaching experience. Table 5
details the online teaching experience of the faculty participants. The number of years of
online teaching experience is much lower for the faculty members than the number of
years teaching experience as a whole. For example, 53.7% of the participants reported
having between 2 and 10 years teaching experience online.
The results in Table 4.4 indicate that only 14.8% of all the faculty members
surveyed reported they had been teaching online for more than 10 years.
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Table 5
Frequency and Percentage of Online Teaching Experience
Online Teaching Experience

Frequency

Percentage

Less than 1 year

38

18.7%

At least 1 year to 2 years

26

12.8%

At least 2 years to 5 years

49

24.1%

At least 5 years to 10 years

60

29.6%

More than 10 years

30

14.8%

Total

203

100.0%

Computer Experience. The summarized results for computer experience,
featured in Table 6, indicate that most of the faculty who taught online had a significant
amount of computer experience. In fact, over 98% reported having at least 5 years of
experience and only three (1.5%) of the faculty members surveyed reported having fewer
than 5 years using a computer.
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Table 6
Frequency and Percentage of Computer Experience
Computer Experience

Frequency

Percentage

Less than 1 year

1

0.5%

More than 1 year to 2 years

0

0.0%

More than 2 years to 5 years

2

1.0%

More than 5 years to 10 years

18

8.9%

More than 10 years

182

89.7%

Total

203

100.0%

Education and Tenure. Because the participants were faculty members who
were teaching online college courses, the educational descriptive statistics of participants
are not surprising. Table 7 portrays the educational descriptive statistics. Of the
participants 66.5% of the entire faculty who responded to the survey held a master’s
degree. A few of the faculty (1.5%) reported only an earned bachelor’s degree.

80

Table 7
Education Level
Education Level

Total

Percentage

High School

0

0.0%

Some College

0

0.0%

Bachelor’s

3

1.5%

135

66.5%

Educational Specialist

5

2.5%

Doctorate

55

27.1%

Other

5

2.5%

Total

203

100.0%

Master’s

Fewer than 10% (8.9%) of the faculty members who participated in the survey
had tenure. Table 8 represents the tenure status of the faculty participants. However this
finding is not unanticipated based on the large number of represented faculty members
who do not have terminal degrees. It is possible that tenured faculty do not teach online
or were not connected to the Yahoo groups.
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Table 8
Frequency and Percentage of Tenure Status
Tenure

Frequency

Percentage

Yes

18

8.9%

No

185

91.1%

Total

203

100.0%

Table 9 illustrates the number of faculty members who were full time at their
relevant universities. Only 20.7% of all responding faculty were full-time faculty. Over
three fourths (78.3%) of the faculty members who responded were part time faculty
which is why the number of faculty with tenure was so low.
Table 9
Frequency and Percentage of Full-Time/Part-Time Faculty
Full-Time/Part-Time

Frequency

Percentage

Full-Time

42

20.7%

Part-Time

161

78.3%

Total

203

100.0%

Learning Management Systems. Faculty members were asked which Learning
Management System they used when facilitating their courses. Faculty teaching more
than one course or teaching for multiple universities might have experience with multiple
learning management systems. Table 10 shows the learning management systems used
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by faculty. Some of the learning management systems listed as other include the
following: proprietary systems used by individual colleges, Desire2Learn, Educator,
MyGato, WebTycho, and WizIQ. Blackboard was the most frequently used LMS
(63.5%) followed by Ecollege (52.2%).
Table 10
Frequency and Percentages of Learning Management Systems
Learning Management System

Total

Percentage

Angel

53

26.1%

Blackboard

129

63.5%

Ecollege

106

52.2%

Moodle

51

25.1%

WebCT

84

41.4%

Other

57

28.1%

Note. Participants could choose from more than one LMS.
Findings by Research Question
This section of the chapter provides the descriptive statistics and the regression
results addressing each research question. The descriptive statistics are presented first for
each predictor variable (independent variable) and for perceptions of quality of the online
course, which was the dependent or criterion variable. After the descriptive statistics are
presented, the correlation and regression results addressing each research question are
presented.
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Media Richness
There were five questions associated with media richness. Table 11 displays the
ratings for the five media richness items. The highest mean was for Item 2 which stated
that media rich online courses will allow the instructor to upload audio (M = 6.10) and
Item 3 which stated that media rich online courses will allow the instructor to upload
video (M = 6.10). The lowest level of agreement was for Item 4, that media rich online
courses will allow the instructor to upload desktop recordings, such as Camtasia
(M = 5.80).
Table 11
Ratings of Media Richness Descriptive Statistics
Item

N

Mean

Median

Min

Max

SD

Media rich online courses will
allow the instructor to use
dynamic presentations (such as
narrated PowerPoints).

203

6.00

6.0

1

7

1.15

Media rich online courses will
allow the instructor to upload
audio.

203

6.10

6.0

1

7

1.01

Media rich online courses will
allow the instructor to upload
video.

203

6.10

6.0

1

7

1.05

Media rich online courses will
allow the instructor to upload
desktop recordings (such as
Camtasia).

202

5.80

6.0

1

7

1.21

Media rich online courses will
allow the instructor to podcast.

203

5.94

6.0

1

7

1.18

Note. Ratings are based on a 7-point scale: Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (7).
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The five media richness items were averaged into one composite media richness
variable for the regression analyses. The reliability and descriptive statistics for the
media richness composite variable are provided in Table 12. The results indicate that the
mean rating for media richness was 5.99, the full range of potential values were obtained,
and the reliability was excellent (α = .93), as determined by the reliability standards set
forth by Ponterotto and Ruckdeschel (2007). Based on the scoring of the scale a 5.99
would be between somewhat agree and agree.
Table 12
Mean, Standard Deviation for Media Richness
Range
Scale
Media richness

N

Mean

SD

α

Potential

Actual

Skew

203

5.99

1.00

0.934

1-7

1.0-7.0

-1.52

Interaction
There were five questions on the survey associated with interaction with online
students. Table 13 displays the descriptive statistics for these five items. The highest
mean was for the item that an online course should allow the instructor to post on the
discussion board through the learning management system (M = 6.77) and for the item
which stated that an online course should allow the instructor to post an announcement
through the learning management system (M = 6.77). The lowest level of agreement was
for the item which stated that an online course should not allow the instructor to upload
ancillary materials into the learning management system (M = 3.97).
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Table 13
Ratings of Interaction Descriptive Statistics
Item

N

Mean

Median

Min

Max

SD

An online course should let the
instructor send e-mails through
the learning management system.

203

6.50

6.0

2

7

0.95

An online course should let the
instructor post on the discussion
board through the learning
management system.

202

6.77

6.0

5

7

0.44

An online course should allow the
instructor to hold a synchronous
chat through the learning
management system.

202

6.09

6.0

1

7

1.17

An online course should allow the
instructor to post an
announcement through the
learning management system.

203

6.77

6.0

4

7

0.51

An online course should not allow
the instructor to upload ancillary
203
3.97
4.0
1
7
2.72
materials into the learning
management system.
Note. Ratings are based on a 7-point scale: Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (7).
The five items measuring the level of interaction with the online students were
averaged to create a composite variable for the regression analyses. The reliability of
those items and the descriptive statistics for the composite variable are presented in Table
14. The results indicate that the mean rating was 6.02 and the variability in the ratings
was relatively small given that the minimum value was 4.3 resulting in a range of only
3.2. Furthermore, the items were not internally reliable (α = .205), which indicates that
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participants were not necessarily consistent regarding the way in which they responded to
the five interaction items.
Table 14
Mean, Standard Deviation for Interaction
Range
Scale
Interaction

N

Mean

SD

α

Potential

Actual

Skew

203

6.02

0.69

0.205

1-7

3.8-7.0

-0.08

Note. The ancillary materials item was reverse scored for the reliability analysis and for
creating the composite variable so that higher values would consistently reflect more
agreement that the instructor should upload ancillary material into the learning
management system.
Synchronism
There were five questions associated with the amount of synchronism in the
online course. Table 15 displays the ratings for the five synchronism items. The highest
mean was for the item that states that an excellent online course should have a
synchronous typing chat (M =4.77). The lowest level of agreement was for the item that
states that an excellent online course should not have a synchronous component (M =
4.03).
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Table 15
Ratings of Synchronism Descriptive Statistics
Item

N

Mean

Median

Min

Max

An excellent online course should
have a synchronous typing chat.

SD

202

4.77

5.0

1

7

1.94

An excellent online course should
have a synchronous audio chat.

203

4.39

5.0

1

7

1.84

An excellent online course should
have a synchronous video component.

202

4.17

4.0

1

7

1.87

An excellent online course should not
have a synchronous component.

203

4.03

4.0

1

7

2.00

An excellent online course should
have a synchronous component.

203

4.56

5.0

1

7

1.98

Note. Ratings are based on a 7-point scale: Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (7).

The five synchronism items were averaged into one composite synchronism
variable. The reliability and descriptive statistics for the composite variable are provided
in Table 16. The results indicate that the mean rating for synchronism was 4.38, the full
range of potential values were obtained, and the reliability was excellent (α = .90), as
determined by the reliability standards set forth by Ponterotto and Ruckdeschel (2007).
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Table 16
Mean, Standard Deviation for Synchronism
Range
Scale
Synchronism

N

Mean

SD

α

Potential

Actual

Skew

203

4.38

1.63

0.901

1-7

1.0-7.0

-0.33

Note. The item that stated an online course should not have a synchronous component
was reverse scored for the reliability analysis and for creating the composite variable so
that higher values would consistently reflect more agreement that online courses should
have a synchronous component.
Self-Efficacy
There were five questions associated with self-efficacy. Table 17 displays the
ratings for the five self-efficacy items. The highest mean was for the item which stated
that I am confident I could deal efficiently with unexpected events in an online course
(M = 6.36). The lowest level of agreement was for the item which stated that when I am
confronted with a problem in my online courses, I can find several solutions (M = 6.19).
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Table 17
Ratings of Self-Efficacy Descriptive Statistics
Item

N

Mean

Median

Min

Max

SD

It is easy for me to stick to my aims
and accomplish my goals in an
online course.

202

6.27

6.0

3

7

0.73

I am confident I could deal
efficiently with unexpected events
in an online course.

203

6.36

6.0

3

7

0.71

Thanks to my resourcefulness, I
know how to handle unforeseen
situations in my online course.

203

6.33

6.0

4

7

0.73

When I am confronted with a
problem in my online courses, I can
find several solutions.

201

6.19

6.0

3

7

0.82

I can usually handle whatever
problems that may occur in my
online courses.

203

6.30

6.0

3

7

0.85

Note. Ratings are based on a 7-point scale: Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (7).
The five self-efficacy items were averaged into one composite self-efficacy
variable. The reliability and descriptive statistics for the composite variable are featured
in Table 18. The results indicate that the mean rating for self-efficacy was 6.29, a
restricted range of values was obtained, and the reliability was excellent (α = .90), as
determined by the reliability standards set forth by Ponterotto and Ruckdeschel (2007).
Alpha is a measure of internal consistency, indicating how closely related the items are to
each other as a group. High numbers tell us that it is a group that are all quite similar,
and make sense together.
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Table 18
Mean, Standard Deviation for Self-Efficacy
Range
Scale
Self-efficacy

N

Mean

SD

α

Potential

Actual

Skew

203

6.29

0.65

0.901

1-7

4.0-7.0

-1.09

Perceptions of Quality
There were five questions associated with the perceptions of quality from a
faculty point of view about their online courses. Table 19 displays the ratings for the five
perceptions of quality items. The highest mean was for the item that stated that faculty
members are able to participate in the student’s learning in an online course (M = 6.25).
The lowest level of agreement was for the item that stated that faculty is able to convey
material clearly in an online course (M = 5.99).
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Table 19
Ratings of Perceptions of Quality Descriptive Statistics
Item

N

Mean

Median

Min

Max

SD

A quality online course contains
rich media.

203

6.04

6.0

2

7

0.97

A quality online course has various
means of interaction.

203

6.01

6.0

2

7

1.01

A quality online course has
synchronous components.

203

6.16

6.0

2

7

0.92

A quality online course is delivered
on a learning management system I
am comfortable with using.

203

5.99

6.0

2

7

1.05

A quality online course is about a
topic I am confident about.

203

6.25

6.0

2

7

0.93

Note. Ratings are based on a 7-point scale: Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (7).
The five perceptions of quality items were averaged into one composite quality
variable. The reliability and descriptive statistics for the composite variable are featured
in Table 20. The results indicate that the mean rating for quality was 6.09, a restricted
range of values was obtained, and the reliability was excellent (α = .92), as determined by
the reliability standards set forth by Ponterotto and Ruckdeschel (2007).
Table 20
Mean, Standard Deviation for Perceptions of Quality
Range
Scale
Quality

N

Mean

SD

Α

Potential

Actual

Skew

203

6.09

0.84

0.915

1-7

3.2-7.0

-1.02
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Research Question One
The first question tested the relationship between a media rich online course and
perceived quality of the online course by faculty. Table 21 provides the Spearman
correlation coefficients between each of the Likert scale items measuring media richness
and each of the Likert scale items measuring perceived quality of the online course. The
results indicate that all of the relationships were statistically significant and positive.
Table 21
Spearman Rho Results for Media Richness and Quality
Measure

Quality 1

Quality 2

Quality 3

Quality 4

Quality 5

Media 1

.237**

.252**

.282**

.277**

.273**

Media 2

.212**

.258**

.256**

.300**

.286**

Media 3

.217**

.249**

.257**

.289**

.281**

Media 4

.175*

.186**

.159*

.274**

.222**

Media 5

.218**

245**

.190**

.273**

.256**

*p < .05; **p < .01.
The following items correspond with the table:
Media 1: Media rich online courses will allow the instructor to use dynamic
presentations (such as narrated PowerPoints).
Media 2: Media rich online courses will allow the instructor to upload audio.
Media 3: Media rich online courses will allow the instructor to upload video.
Media 4: Media rich online courses will allow the instructor to upload desktop
recordings (such as Camtasia).
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Media 5: Media rich online courses will the instructor to podcast.
Quality 1: A quality online course contains rich media.
Quality 2: A quality online course has various means of interaction.
Quality 3: A quality online course has synchronous components.
Quality 4: A quality online course is delivered on a learning management system I
am comfortable with using.
Quality 5: A quality online course is about a topic I am confident about.
Although the relationships were all statistically significant, the correlation
coefficients (effect sizes) were small to moderate (Field, 2009). Since all of the
correlations were positive, stronger agreement with each of the media items was
associated with stronger agreement with each of the quality items. Therefore media
richness is associated with higher perceived quality of online courses. The strongest
correlation coefficient, which was also the only correlation that reached moderate
strength, was between the extent to which faculty agreed that media rich online courses
will allow the instructor to upload audio and the extent to which faculty agreed that
faculty are able to convey material clearly in an online course, rs = .300, p < .01.
The simple linear regression results where the media richness composite variable
predicts the quality composite variable are presented in Table 22. The results indicate
that the model was statistically significant, F(1,201) = 17.34, p < .01. In addition, media
richness explained a total of 7.9% of the variability in faculty ratings of perceived online
course quality. All media variables were positively correlated with all quality variables,
indicating that consistently quality was rated higher when richness was also rated higher.
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Coefficients ranged from small (.159) to medium (.300) effect size. Taken together these
correlations indicate that richness is related to quality positively.
Table 22
Simple Linear Regression: Media Richness Predicting Quality
95% CI


SE

Β

Upper

Lower

Media richness

0.24**

0.06

.28

0.13

0.35

(Constant)

4.66**

0.35

3.98

5.35

Predictor

R2

0.079

F

17.34**

*p < .05; **p < .01.
The results for question one indicate that a relationship was found between a
media rich online course and perceived quality of the online course by faculty.
Research Question Two
The second research question tested the relationship between interaction with the
online students and perceived quality of the online course by faculty. The Spearman
correlation coefficients between each of the Likert scale items measuring interaction with
the online students and each of the Likert scale items measuring perceived quality of the
online course are presented in Table 23. The results indicate that all of the relationships
were statistically significant with the exception of two. All of the correlation coefficients
for the first four interaction items were positive indicating that higher levels of agreement
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with those interaction items were associated with higher levels of agreement with the
quality items. However, the correlation coefficients were small to moderate. One of the
items in this variable were reverse coded which could explain why the relationship was
weak. Removing the ancillary materials item improved the variables Cronbach alpha to
.500 which is still not desirable.
Table 23
Spearman Rho Results for Interaction with Online Students and Quality
Measure

Quality 1

Quality 2

Quality 3

Quality 4

Quality 5

Interaction 1

.282**

.245**

.270**

.289**

.351**

Interaction 2

.291**

.277**

.307**

.303**

.345**

Interaction 3

.142*

.182**

.308**

.226**

.153*

Interaction 4

.211**

.188**

.204**

.217**

.282**

Interaction 5

-.163*

-.166*

-.170*

-.088

-.038

*p < .05; **p < .01.
The following items correspond with the table:
Interaction 1: An online course should let the instructor send emails through the
learning management system.
Interaction 2: An online course should let the instructor post on the discussion
through the learning management system.
Interaction 3: An online course should allow the instructor to hold a synchronous
chat through the learning management system.
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Interaction 4: An online course should allow the instructor to post an
announcement through the learning management system.
Interaction 5: An online course should not allow the instructor to upload ancillary
materials into the learning management system.
Quality 1: A quality online course contains rich media.
Quality 2: A quality online course has various means of interaction.
Quality 3: A quality online course has synchronous components.
Quality 4: A quality online course is delivered on a learning management system I
am comfortable with using.
Quality 5: A quality online course is about a topic I am confident about.
Spearman Rank-Order correlations between Interaction variables 1-4 and all
Quality variables were all positive and highly significant (low to moderate effect size,
ranging from .142 to .345). This indicates that greater Interaction variable scores 1-4 are
associated with greater Quality. However, Interaction 5 (quality of faculty interaction)
was negatively and significantly correlated with Quality 1-3 (small effects ranging from .163 to -.170, and unrelated to quality 4 and 5, indicating a weak inverse relationship
where greater faculty interaction scores were associated with lower Quality scores
overall.
The strongest correlation was between levels of agreement that an online course
should let the instructor send e-mails through the learning management system and levels
of agreement that faculty members are able to participate in the student’s learning in an
online course, rs = .351, p < .01. The correlations between the fifth interaction item and
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the quality items were all negative (higher agreement with interaction item 5 was
associated with lower agreement with each of the five quality items), the relationships
were all weak or very weak, and two of the correlations did not reach statistical
significance. Interaction Item 5 stated that an online course should not allow the
instructor to upload ancillary materials into the learning management system. It was a
negatively worded item.
The simple linear regression results where the interaction composite variable
predicts the quality composite variable are presented in Table 24. The results indicate
that the model was not statistically significant, F(1,201) = 1.45, p = .230. In addition, the
interaction with the online student composite variable explained less than 1% of the
variability in faculty ratings of perceived quality.
Table 24
Simple Linear Regression: Interaction Predicting Quality
95% CI


SE

Β

Upper

Lower

Interaction

0.10

0.09

.09

-0.07

0.27

(Constant)

5.47**

0.51

4.45

6.49

Predictor

R2

0.007

F

1.45

*p < .05; **p < .01.
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In a simple linear regression analysis, Interaction was not a significant predictor
of Quality (B = 0.10, SE = 0.09, p = .555). Interaction does not appear to be related to
Quality.
The results for research question two indicate that a relationship was not found
between interactions with students in general and perceived quality of the online course
by faculty; however, a significant relationship was found between several of the
individual interaction items and the quality items. This variable will not be used for
further analysis because of the low Cronbach alpha.
Research Question Three
The third research question tested the relationship between the amount of
synchronism in the online course and perceived quality of the online course by faculty.
The Spearman correlation results for the individual synchronism Likert scale items and
the individual quality Likert scale items are provided in Table 25. The results indicate
that the majority of the correlations were not statistically significant, and the synchronism
item with the most significant correlations was synchronism Item 1, which stated that an
excellent online course should have a synchronous typing chat. All of the correlations
between this item and the quality items were positive indicating that stronger agreement
with the statement was associated with stronger agreement with the quality items.
However, all of the correlations were weak or small.

99

Table 25
Spearman Rho Results for Synchronism with Students and Quality
Measure

Quality 1

Quality 2

Quality 3

Quality 4

Quality 5

Synchronism 1

.113

.162*

.160*

.203*

.140*

Synchronism 2

-.036

.059

.067

.050

.034

Synchronism 3

-.018

.106

.100

.114

.101

Synchronism 4

.138*

.118

-.026

.005

.012

Synchronism 5

-.013

.100

.091

.067

.054

*p < .05; **p < .01.
The following items correspond with the table:
Synchronism 1: An excellent online course should have a synchronous typing
chat.
Synchronism 2: An excellent online course should have a synchronous audio chat.
Synchronism 3: An excellent online course should have a synchronous video
component.
Synchronism 4: An excellent online course should not have a synchronous
component.
Synchronism 5: An excellent online course should have a synchronous
component.
Quality 1: A quality online course contains rich media.
Quality 2: A quality online course has various means of interaction.
Quality 3: A quality online course has synchronous components.
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Quality 4: A quality online course is delivered on a learning management system I
am comfortable with using.
Quality 5: A quality online course is about a topic I am confident about.
Nonparametric correlations (Spearman Rank-Order) comparing Synchronism
variables and Quality variables indicated inconsistent relationships. Synchronism 1 was
weakly positively correlated with Quality 2-5 (coefficients ranging from .140 to .203),
but not quality 1. In addition, Synchronism 4 was weakly positively correlated with
Quality 1 (rho = .138). No other significant relationships were detected.
The simple linear regression results where the synchronism composite variable
predicts the quality composite variable are presented in Table 26. The results indicate
that the model was not statistically significant, F(1,201) = 0.71, p = .402. In addition, the
synchronism variable explained less than 1% of the variability in faculty ratings of
perceived quality.
Table 26
Simple Linear Regression: Synchronism Predicting Quality
95% CI


SE

Β

Upper

Lower

Synchronism

0.03

0.04

.06

-0.04

0.10

(Constant)

5.96

0.17

5.62

6.29

Predictor

R2

0.003

F

0.71

*p < .05; **p < .01.
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The results for research three indicate that a relationship was not found between
synchronism in general and perceived quality of the online course by faculty. However, a
significant relationship was found between individual aspects of synchronism and
individual aspects of quality.
Research Question Four
The fourth research question tested the relationship between self-efficacy and
perceived quality of the online course by faculty. The Spearman correlation results for
the individual self-efficacy Likert scale items and the individual quality Likert scale items
are provided in Table 27. The results indicate that all of the correlation coefficients were
statistically significant and positive. The strength of the relationships ranged from smallmoderate to substantial. The strongest overall relationship was found between the extent
to which faculty agreed that it is easy for them to stick to their aims to accomplish their
goals in an online course and the extent to which they agreed with the quality items. The
strongest single correlation coefficient was found between the extent to which faculty
agreed that it is easy for them to stick to their aims to accomplish their goals in an online
course and the extent to which they agreed that they believe that online courses are of
high quality, rs = .552, p < .01.
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Table 27
Spearman Rho Results for Self-Efficacy with Students and Quality
Measure

Quality 1

Quality 2

Quality 3

Quality 4

Quality 5

Self-efficacy 1

.552**

.531**

.525**

.526**

.464**

Self-efficacy 2

.455**

.410**

.456**

.453**

.497**

Self-efficacy 3

.382**

.348**

.334**

.294**

.309**

Self-efficacy 4

.454**

.368**

.372**

.446**

.388*

Self-efficacy 5

.347**

.287**

.302**

.273**

.360**

*p < .05; **p < .01.
All positive, medium to strong effect sizes. Self-efficacy was strongly related to
quality, more so than the previous variables with lower numbers.
The following items correspond with the table:
Self –efficacy 1: It is easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my goals in
an online course.
Self –efficacy 2: I am confident I could deal efficiently with unexpected events in
an online course.
Self –efficacy 3: Thanks to my resourcefulness, I know how to handle unforeseen
situations in my online courses.
Self –efficacy 4: When I am confronted with a problem in my online courses, I
can find several solutions.
Self –efficacy 5: I can usually handle whatever problems that may occur in my
online courses.
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Quality 1: A quality online course contains rich media.
Quality 2: A quality online course has various means of interaction.
Quality 3: A quality online course has synchronous components.
Quality 4: A quality online course is delivered on a learning management system I
am comfortable with using.
Quality 5: A quality online course is about a topic I am confident about.
The simple linear regression results where the self-efficacy composite variable
predicts the quality composite variable are presented in Table 28. The results indicate
that the model was statistically significant, F(1,201) = 88.64, p < .01. In addition, the
self-efficacy variable explained 30.6% of the variability in faculty ratings of perceived
quality.
Table 28
Simple Linear Regression: Self-Efficacy Predicting Quality
95% CI


SE

Β

Upper

Lower

Self-efficacy

0.72**

0.08

.55

0.57

0.87

(Constant)

1.55**

0.48

0.60

2.51

Predictor

R2

0.306

F

88.64**

*p < .05; **p < .01.
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A simple linear regression analysis found that Self-Efficacy was a significant
predictor of Quality (B = 0.72, SE = 0.08, p = .006). This significant positive
relationship indicates that greater Self-Efficacy scores were associated with higher
Quality ratings. As with other findings, it is unclear from correlation analysis what the
causal relationship is, if any. However, it could be that people with more self-efficacy
have a better experience, or that quality courses result in feelings of greater Self-Esteem.
Of course another unmeasured variable could also be the cause of both variables.
The results for research question four indicate that a relationship was found
between self-efficacy and perceived quality of the online course by faculty.
Research Question Five
The fifth research question tested the relationship between online teaching
experience and perceived quality of the online course by faculty. In this analysis, the
four composite variables (media richness, interaction, synchronism, and self-efficacy)
were included in the model along with the online teaching experience dummy variables.
The online teaching experience variable was incorporated as a continuous variable.
analysis for online teaching experience can be found in Table 29.
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The

Table 29
Multiple Regression Results for Online Teaching Experience
95% CI


SE

Β

Upper

Lower

Media richness

0.174

0.052

0.206

0.08

0.30

Synchronism

0.002

0.029

0.005

-0.07

.05

Self-efficacy

0.698

0.076

0.535

0.54

0.84

Online Teach Experience

0.067

0.110

.-0.40

-0.31

2.11

Predictor

*p < .05; **p < .01.
The multiple regression analysis results featured indicate that the model was
statistically significant, F(8,194) = 22.15, p < .01, and the model explained 34.3% of the
variance in faculty perceptions of quality. Media richness remained positive and
statistically significant,  = .206, p < .01, as did self-efficacy,  = .535, p < .01. In
addition, the less than one year of online teaching experience dummy variable was
positive and statistically significant,  = .106, p = .071, indicating that those with less
than one year of online teaching experience were associated with higher levels of
agreement with regard to the perceived level of quality of the online course.
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Table 30
Multiple Regression: Online Teaching Experience Predicting Mean Quality
Variable
Media Rich Mean

B
.059

SE(B)
.054

β
.079

T
1.090

Sig. (p)
.277

Interaction Mean

.233

.096

.176

2.443

.016*

Synchronism Mean

.005

.025

.013

.213

.832

Self Efficacy Mean

.602

.070

.528

8.569

.000**

Online Teaching Experience

.070

.030

.135

2.329

.021*

Phd Level

-.119

.090

-.076

-1.312

.191

Note. Model Statistics: F = 20.657, R = .635, R2 = .404, adjusted R2 =.384, p < .001*p
<.05, **p <.01

In a multiple regression analysis with six predictor variables, three of these
predictors emerged as significant, each positively related to quality as demonstrated in
Table 30. The significant predictors were Interaction (B = .233, t = 2.443, p = .016),
Self-Efficacy (B = .602, t = 8.569, p < .001), and Online Teaching Experience (B = .070, t
= 2.329, p = .021).
The results for research question five indicate that a relationship was found
between online teaching experience and perceived quality of the online course by faculty.
Research Question Six
The sixth research question tested the relationship between education level and
perceived quality of the online course by faculty. In this analysis, the four composite
variables (media richness, interaction, synchronism, and self-efficacy) were included in
the model along with the education level dummy variable (PhD versus no PhD). Only
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the PhD education level dummy variable was entered into the model given that the vast
majority of the remaining participants fell within the master’s degree level category.
Therefore PhD faculty members were compared to faculty members with less than a
doctoral degree (primarily master’s level faculty).
The multiple regression analysis results featured in Table 31 indicate that the
model was statistically significant, F(5,197) = 22.105, p < .01, and the model explained
35.9% of the variance in faculty perceptions of quality. Media richness remained
positive and statistically significant,  = .174, p < .01, as did self-efficacy,  = .698, p <
.01. However, the PhD dummy variable was not statistically significant,  = -.075, p =
.496, indicating that educational level of the faculty member is not associated with the
faculty member’s perceptions regarding the level of quality of the online course.
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Table 31
Multiple Regression Results for Education Level
95% CI


SE

Β

Upper

Lower

Media richness

0.174

0.052

0.206

0.10

0.32

Synchronism

.002

0.029

.005

-0.07

0.05

Self-efficacy

0.698

0.076

.535

0.54

0.84

Online Teach Experience

0.067

0.037

0.106

-0.14

0.29

Phd Level

-.075

0.110

-0.040

-0.12

2.31

Predictor

R2

0.359

F

21.15

Media Richness was positively and significantly related to Quality (B = .138, t =
2.868, p = .005). Because this variable was not significant in the previous model
(Research Question 5) with Interaction included, the emergence of Media Richness as
significant indicates that Richness and Interaction are related, or part of the same
construct. Perhaps Richness and Interaction measure similar underlying constructs, such
as students interacting more when media is richer, or media being richer because of the
amount of interaction. As demonstrated in Table 32, Self-efficacy (B = .635, t = 9.192, p
< .001) and Online Teaching Experience (B = .070, t = 2.329, p = .021) remained
significant.
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The results for research question six indicate that a relationship was not found
between education level and perceived quality of the online course by faculty.
Table 32
Multiple Regression: Course and Instructor Characteristics Predicting Mean Quality
Variable
Media Rich Mean

B
.138

SE(B)
.048

β
.182

T
2.868

Sig. (p)
.005**

Synchronism Mean

.017

.025

.043

.699

.485

Self Efficacy Mean

.635

.069

.558

9.192

.000**

Online Teaching Experience

.070

.030

.136

2.329

.021*

Phd Level

-.120

.091

-.077

-1.319

.189

Note. Model Statistics: F = 24.018, R = .629, R2 = .396, adjusted R2 =.380, p < .001
*
p <.05, **p <.01

Media richness, and self-efficacy were related to perceived quality. Online
teaching experience and Synchronism were also related to perceived quality when
controlling for course variables. Interaction and faculty education level were not related
to perceived quality.
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SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction
The primary purpose of this research was to investigate the factors affecting the
faculty perception of their online courses, particularly to discover whether the factors of
media richness, synchronization, interaction, and self-efficacy have a relationship with
faculty perception of quality. Data collection was done using an online survey instrument
that was partially modified from the GSE Scale and partially developed by the researcher.
The survey was used to collect the following data: demographic data, and information
regarding the factors of media richness, synchronization, interaction, and self-efficacy
with regard to the faculty perception of quality. The survey was disseminated to online
faculty members of three Yahoo! groups via a hyperlink. The participants were members
of this group who were teaching at least one class online during spring 2009. The
instrument response rate was 39.8%, which included 203 usable survey responses. The
results of the responses are specific to this particular group that was surveyed; therefore,
generalizability is not possible outside the population of this study.
This chapter includes (a) summary of the study and findings (b) conclusions that
can be drawn from the results of the study and (c) recommendations for practical
applications and further research.
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Summary
A majority (69%) of the participants in the study were female. Over 81% of the
participants were between the ages of 30 and 59. The oldest respondent was between the
ages of 70 to 79. Over half (53.7%) of the faculty who responded had more than 10 years
teaching experience. Of the faculty members surveyed 53.7% had more than two years
but fewer than 10 years of online teaching experience. The faculty members who
participated in the survey had several years of computer experience with 89.7% reporting
having more than 10 years of experience. Only 27.1% of the faculty who responded to
the survey held a doctoral degree. Of the faculty who participated in the survey, only
8.9% of respondents reported having tenure at their respective universities. The faculty
members who responded reported that only 42 (20.7%) of the 203 respondents were fulltime faculty. BlackBoard (63.5%) was the most popular LMS that faculty members
reportedly used. Ecollege was the next most popular with 106 (52.2%) participants
reporting usage.
Discussion of Findings
In this research study six research questions were used to determine if there was a
relationship between the variables and faculty perception of quality.
Research Question 1 examined whether there is a relationship between media
richness and faculty perception of quality. Media richness theory examines the media
choice on various communication channels. The media richness theory relates to personto-person interactions. This theory is applicable in an online classroom because facultyto-student interaction is critical for online learning. According to the theory, the faculty
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members should use the richest most possible media available to convey their message to
the students.
However, the downside of using a richer media could take away from some of the
advantages of online learning (Boon & Fore, 2007). According to Young and Ku (2008),
faculty who incorporate multimedia presentations in their online courses “help restore to
distance education the vividness of face-to-face instruction” (p. 195). Because a media
rich course would offer many advantages to both student and faculty one would believe
that a media rich course would have a relationship with faculty perception of quality.
The highest mean for the questions involving media richness was for the item
which stated that media rich online courses will allow the instructor to upload audio
(M = 6.10) and also the item which stated that media rich online courses will allow the
instructor to upload video (M = 6.10). The lowest level of agreement was for the item
which stated that media rich online courses will allow the instructor to upload desktop
recordings, such as Camtasia (M = 5.80). The mean of 6.1 is between agree and strongly
agree, and the mean of 5.8 is between somewhat agree and agree. The composite mean
for Media Richness was 5.99. In the simple linear regression results where the media
richness composite variable predicts the quality composite variable indicate that the
model was statistically significant, F(1,201) = 17.34, p < .01. In addition, media richness
explained a total of 7.9% of the variability in faculty ratings of perceived online course
quality. The results for question one indicate that a relationship was found between a
media rich online course and perceived quality of the online course by faculty.
Research question two examined is there a relationship between interaction with
the online students and perceived quality of the online course by faculty. Interaction is
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what separates distance education from correspondence courses and what creates the rich
warm learning communities where students’ minds are expanded and enlightened
(Brooks & Jeong, 2006; Burnett, Bonnici, Miksa, & Kim, 2007). The interaction
between teacher and student, sets the stage of the classroom. Student satisfaction and
attrition rates have been closely linked to instructor-student interaction (Fiol &
O’Connor, 2005).
The highest mean was for the item that an online course should allow the
instructor to post on the discussion board through the learning management system
(M = 6.77) and for the item which stated that an online course should allow the instructor
to post an announcement through the learning management system (M = 6.77). The
lowest level of agreement was for the item which stated that an online course should not
allow the instructor to upload ancillary materials into the learning management system
(M = 3.97). The composite mean for interaction was 6.02. However these items were not
internally reliable α = .205. Because the items were not internally reliable it can mean
that the respondents were not necessarily consistent when responding to the interaction
items. The results indicate that all of the relationships were statistically significant with
the exception of two. All of the correlation coefficients for the first four interaction items
were positive indicating that higher levels of agreement with those interaction items were
associated with higher levels of agreement with the quality items. The simple linear
regression results where the interaction composite variable predicts the quality composite
variable the results indicate that the model was not statistically significant, F(1,201) =
1.45, p = .230. In addition, the interaction with the online student composite variable
explained less than 1% of the variability in faculty ratings of perceived quality. The
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results for research question two indicate that a relationship was not found between
interactions with students in general and perceived quality of the online course by faculty
Research Question 3 examined is there a relationship between the amount of
synchronism in the online course and perceived quality of the online course by faculty.
Online instructors can communicate with their students in real time (synchronous) or by
posting and replying in an electronic discussion forum (asynchronous). These two online
communication methods, via the Internet, use online technology to allow learners to
actively participate, experience, and share the same learning contents or activities at
different times (Yalman, Başaran, & Gönen, 2016).
The highest mean was for the item that states that an excellent online course
should have a synchronous typing chat (M =4.77). The lowest level of agreement was for
the item that states that an excellent online course should not have a synchronous
component (M = 4.03). The composite variable for synchronism mean rating for
synchronism was 4.38, and the reliability was excellent (α = .90), as determined by the
reliability standards set forth by Ponterotto and Ruckdeschel (2007). The simple linear
regression results indicate that the model was not statistically significant, F(1,201) =
0.71, p = .402. In addition, the synchronism variable explained less than 1% of the
variability in faculty ratings of perceived quality. The results for research three indicate
that a relationship was not found between synchronism in general and perceived quality
of the online course by faculty.
Research Question 4 examined is there a relationship between self-efficacy and
perceived quality of the online course by faculty. Self-efficacy expectations (Bandura,
1977) refers to one’s beliefs in one’s capabilities to successfully engage in a specific area
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of behavior. Higher levels of self-efficacy are postulated to lead to approach versus
avoidance behavior. Thus highly self-efficacious faculty will see facilitating an online
course as a challenge to be mastered and not as a problem to be avoided (Bandura, 1977).
When analyzing the responses the highest mean was for the item which stated “I
am confident I could deal efficiently with unexpected events in an online course”
(M = 6.36). The lowest level of agreement was for the item which stated “I am
confronted with a problem in my online courses, I can find several solutions” (M = 6.19).
The results indicate that the mean rating for self-efficacy was 6.29, a restricted range of
values was obtained, and the reliability was excellent (α = .90), as determined by the
reliability standards set forth by Ponterotto and Ruckdeschel (2007). The simple linear
regression results indicate that the model was statistically significant, F(1,201) = 88.64, p
< .01. In addition, the self-efficacy variable explained 30.6% of the variability in faculty
ratings of perceived quality. The results for research question four indicate that a
relationship was found between self-efficacy and perceived quality of the online course
by faculty.
Research Question 5 examined is there a relationship between online teaching
experience and perceived quality of the online course by faculty. Separation, it seems, has
a profound influence on learning due to the potential for misunderstanding, created by an
absence of psychological perception of presence (Rogers, Graham, Rasmussen,
Campbell, & Ure, 2003). For this reason, connecting students is extremely important in
an online class because it reduces the psychological distance. Faculty with more online
learning experience are better able to bridge this gap. In this analysis, the four composite
variables (media richness, interaction, synchronism, and self-efficacy) were included in
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the model along with the online teaching experience dummy variables. The online
teaching experience variable was incorporated as a continuous variable. The multiple
regression analysis results featured indicate that the model was statistically significant,
F(8,194) = 22.15, p < .01, and the model explained 34.3% of the variance in faculty
perceptions of quality. The results for research question five indicate that a relationship
was found between online teaching experience and perceived quality of the online course
by faculty.
Research Question 6 examined is there a relationship between education level and
perceived quality of the online course by faculty. Research suggests that higher teacher
education levels correlate to higher quality care for pre-k students (Howes et al., 1992;
McHarg & Goding, 2006) and more specifically that a bachelor’s degree makes a great
difference (House, 2006). Teachers with a bachelor’s degree or more advanced degree
were rated as more sensitive than teachers with a lower degree or with no degree at all
(Howes et al., 1992). Two large-scale studies that were conducted by the National
Institute of Child Health and Human Development, Early Care and Research Network
and the Administration on Children, Youth and Families (Zill et al., 2001) demonstrated
statistically significant associations of teacher qualification and the quality of the
instruction in the classroom. In this analysis, the four composite variables (media
richness, interaction, synchronism, and self-effiFacacy) were included in the model along
with the education level dummy variable (PhD versus no PhD). The multiple regression
analysis results indicate that the model was statistically significant, F(5,197) = 22.105, p
< .01, and the model explained 35.9% of the variance in faculty perceptions of quality.
Media richness remained positive and statistically significant,  = .174, p < .01, as did
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self-efficacy,  = .698, p < .01. However, the PhD dummy variable was not statistically
significant,  = -.075, p = .496, indicating that educational level of the faculty member is
not associated with the faculty member’s perceptions regarding the level of quality of the
online course. The results for research question six indicate that a relationship was not
found between education level and perceived quality of the online course by faculty.
Conclusions
This research shows that media richness, interaction, self-efficacy, and online
teaching experience play a significant role in faculty perception of quality. Thus, it is
herein suggested that to increase faculty perception, course developers should focus on
building classes with rich learning environments, creating feelings of perceived quality,
and fostering commitment to the classroom.
The participating faculty members agreed that media rich courses would allow the
ability to share audio, video, desktop recordings, podcasts, and presentations. Courses
that have media rich content convey the message to the student better than courses
without the inclusion of such content.
Participating faculty also agreed that an interactive course would allow the faculty
member to post an announcement, send an email, create a discussion board post, or hold a
synchronous chat with their students. Interaction is the cornerstone of online learning so
multiple modes of interaction are necessary in online courses.
Faculty reported between agree and strongly agree on all the items related to selfefficacy. Having self-efficacy allows the faculty to accomplish their goals, handle
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unexpected events, find solutions to problems, and handle whatever might occur in the
respective courses.
The participants also reported between agree and strongly agree on all the
perceptions of quality items. Faculty reported that quality online courses contained rich
media, various types of interaction, synchronous components, and a high level of
self-efficacy.
It is not possible to make all online classrooms appealing. In some courses the
students feel the material is difficult or that it is a traditionally difficult course to take
online. Adding rich media can help make the course have more perceived quality.
Furthermore, there is a constant need to change or upgrade online courses and
curriculum. Within the extant literature, there is an implicit suggestion that each new
technology should be considered independently.
Because it is important to faculty to deliver a quality online course, creating an
online course that is perceived to be one of quality for the students will ultimately create
a better online course. The courses will be more robust, and the faculty will be more
interested in the courses they are tasked to deliver because they believe that they are
delivering a quality product to their students. It could therefore be inferred that with
regard to perceived quality and the online classroom, media richness, self-efficacy,
interaction, synchronism, and online teaching experience are important to help cultivate a
desirable classroom for the faculty.
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Recommendations
Based on the findings for this study and the literature review that was conducted
the researcher makes the following recommendations for research and practical
implications.
Recommendations for Further Research
Future studies on the behavioral aspects of faculty should evaluate the capabilities
of additional constructs as determinants of perceived quality. This research should be
aimed at creating more parsimonious models with increased explanatory power. This
research should lead to efforts to correlate faculty actions with desired student behavior.
Additional efforts should be aimed at understanding the linkage between faculty
perceptions and student behaviors. By measuring faculty sentiments and ratings at one
point in time, it is difficult to identify trends in long-term behavior.
It would be beneficial to replicate this research using a revised instrument that
gathered more open ended commentary from faculty members. Additionally because
technology is constantly changing, adding some of the newer software and delivery
system information to the instrument would be beneficial. The survey instrument should
be revised by removing the reverse coded items in the instrument.
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Implications for Practice
In the future subject matter experts and course developers need to consider the
level of media rich information that is applied to an online class especially when
considering allowing a faculty member to upload audio and video files to the students.
An additional implication for practitioners is that selecting an LMS that allows for
a highly interactive classroom online is important as well. Moreover selecting an LMS
that allows for synchronous activities is equally important. Requiring synchronous
activities in the online classroom can be difficult to do; however, the difficulty of creating
a synchronous chat needs to be carefully weighed with the benefit of bolstering the
perception of quality of the classroom.
In terms of implementation, course developers and faculty should strive to create
courses that have media rich components. For example, uploading a video introduction
from the faculty member could add an element of media richness. Because many online
courses already have an interaction component, rather than adding more interaction,
focus should be put on quality interaction. Determining best practices will help make the
interaction more meaningful. Offering faculty training on the LMS should help increase
faculty self-efficacy. Additionally training about teaching an online course could also
serve to increase self-efficacy.
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CONTENT OF EMAIL THAT WAS DISTRIBUTED
Dear Online Faculty:
As you know, better than most, online education has experienced
significant growth in recent years. I am a researcher from Mississippi State
University who is looking for information about online education. But I need your
help to succeed in this effort.
Below you will see a link that will take you to an online questionnaire
asking about online education and your perceptions. Please take a few minutes
to answer the questions and submit this survey. Please be assured that it is
entirely anonymous and voluntary -- there will be no identifiers attached to your
questionnaire. I don't want to know who said what. There are no right or wrong
answers, and this is not a test. You may skip any questions you choose not to
answer.
No one at your organization will ever see your individual responses. In
fact, no one will ever know who did or did not participate in this study. You may
stop at any time. You may skip any question that you do not want to answer.
Naturally, you don’t have to help – it is completely up to you. But keep this
in mind: (1) by helping us, you will be helping yourself and your organization, (2)
you do not put any form of identification on the survey (it is totally
anonymous), and (3) you will be taking part in a study that might enhance online
education in a very positive way.
Thanks in advance for your help. If you have any questions about this
study, feel free to contact April Adams (206.350.2848) or Dr. Connie Forde
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(662.325.7258) or you may contact the MSU Regulatory Compliance Office at
662-325-5220.

To proceed with the survey, please click on the link below.
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FIRST SCREEN OF ONLINE SURVEY
Dear Online Faculty:
Thank you for volunteering to complete this survey on online education.
This is part of a research project conducted by a researcher at Mississippi State
University.
Please be assured that your participation is entirely anonymous -- there
will be no identifiers attached to your questionnaire. I don't want to know who
said what. There are no right or wrong answers, and this is not a test. No one at
your organization will ever see your individual responses. We do not even know
your IP address or who you work for.
Please also be assured that your participation is entirely voluntary – no
one at your organization will ever know who did or did not participate in this
study. You may quit at any time. You may skip any questions you choose not to
answer.
However, we believe your input is very valuable to our efforts in studying
online education, and the results of this study might enhance one of your future
online courses. We thank you sincerely for agreeing to spend a few minutes to
help in our research project.
Thanks in advance for your help. If you have any questions about this
study, feel free to contact April Adams (206.350.2848) or Dr. Connie Forde
(662.325.7258) or you may contact the MSU Regulatory Compliance Office at
662-325-5220.
To proceed with the survey, please click next.
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Survey Instrument

Please consider your personal experience with facilitating courses online. The
data obtained from this study will only be used in aggregate with no identification
provided for individual responses. Participation in this survey is strictly voluntary
and appreciated; however, there are no consequences for non-participation.

Demographic Information

The demographic information in this section will only be used in aggregate form
and will not be used to identify individual respondents. Please select only one
item in each category.

Gender[] male
[] female

Computer

[] less than 1 year

Experience

[] at least a year to 2 years
[] more than 2 years to 5 years
[] more than 5 years to 10 years
[] more than 10 years

Age

[] 18 to 29
[] 30 to 39
[] 40 to 49
[] 50 to 59
151

[] 60 to 69
[] 70 to 79
[] 80 and over

Teaching
Experience
[] less than 1 year
[] at least a year to 2 years
[] more than 2 years to 5 years
[] more than 5 years to 10 years
[] more than 10 years

Online Teaching Experience
[] less than 1 year
[] at least a year to 2 years
[] more than 2 years to 5 years
[] more than 5 years to 10 years
[] more than 10 years

152

Education

[] high school
[] some college
[] bachelor’s degree
[] master’s degree
[] educational specialist
[] doctorate
[] other
Please specify_______________________

Occupation [] full-time faculty
[] part-time faculty

Tenure

[] yes
[] no

Learning Management System Experience (Check all that apply.)

[] Angel
[] Blackboard
[] Ecollege
[] Moodle
[] WebCT
[] other_____________________________
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Course Titles (online only) Please list all:
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The following statements are regarding facilitating classes online. Please select
a single score from 1 to 7 where, 1 – means you Strongly Disagree with the
statement, and 7 – means you Strongly Agree with the statement.
Media Richness

Strongly
Disagree
Question

1

Strongly
Agree

Neutral
2

1 Media rich online courses
will allow the instructor to
use dynamic
presentations (such as
narrated PowerPoints).
2 Media rich online courses
will allow the instructor to
upload audio.
3 Media rich online courses
will allow the instructor to
upload video.
4 Media rich online courses
will allow the instructor to
upload desktop
recordings (such as
Camtasia).
5 Media rich online courses
will the instructor to
podcast.
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3

4

5

6

7

The following statements are regarding facilitating classes online. Please select
a single score from 1 to 7 where, 1 – means you Strongly Disagree with the
statement, and 7 – means you Strongly Agree with the statement.
Interaction
Strongly
Disagre
e
6

Question
An online course
should let the
instructor send emails
through the learning
management system.

7

An online course
should let the
instructor post on the
discussion through the
learning management
system.

8

An online course
should allow the
instructor to hold a
synchronous chat
through the learning
management system.

9

An online course
should allow the
instructor to post an
announcement through
the learning
management system.

10

An online course
should not allow the
instructor to upload
ancillary materials into
the learning
management system.

1

Strongl
y Agree

Neutral
2
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The following statements are regarding facilitating classes online. Please select
a single score from 1 to 7 where, 1 – means you Strongly Disagree with the
statement, and 7 – means you Strongly Agree with the statement.
Synchronism

Strongly
Disagree
Question

1

Strongly
Agree

Neutral
2

11 An excellent online
course should have a
synchronous typing chat.
12 An excellent online
course should have a
synchronous audio chat.
13 An excellent online
course should have a
synchronous video
component.
14 An excellent online
course should not have
a synchronous
component.
15 An excellent online
course should have a
synchronous component.
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7

The following statements are regarding facilitating classes online. Please select
a single score from 1 to 7 where, 1 – means you Strongly Disagree with the
statement, and 7 – means you Strongly Agree with the statement.
Self Efficacy

Strongly
Disagree
Question

1

Strongly
Agree

Neutral
2

16 It is easy for me to stick
to my aims and
accomplish my goals in
an online course.
17 I am confident I could
deal efficiently with
unexpected events in an
online course.
18 Thanks to my
resourcefulness, I know
how to handle
unforeseen situations in
my online courses.
19 When I am confronted
with a problem in my
online courses, I can find
several solutions.
20 I can usually handle
whatever problems that
may occur in my online
courses.
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The following statements are regarding facilitating classes online. Please select
a single score from 1 to 7 where, 1 – means you Strongly Disagree with the
statement, and 7 – means you Strongly Agree with the statement.

Strongly
Disagre
e
Question
21

A quality online course
contains rich media.

22

A quality online course
has various means of
interaction.

23

A quality online course
has synchronous
components.

24

A quality online course
is delivered on a
learning management
system I am
comfortable with using.

25

A quality online course
is about a topic I am
confident about.

1

Strongl
y
Agree

Neutral
2
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